Volume  74  of  in 

(Accused  Copy) 


VERBATIM  i 

RECORD  OF  TRIAL2 

(and  accompanying  papers) 

Of 


MANNING,  Bradley  E. 

PFC/E-3 

(Name:  Last,  First,  Middle  Initial) 

(Social  Security  Number) 

(Rank) 

Headquarters  and 
Headquarters  Company, 


United  States  Army  Garrison 

U .  S .  Army 

Fort  Myer,  VA  22211 

(Unit/Command  Name) 

(Branch  of  Service) 

(Station  or  Ship) 

By 


GENERAL  COURT-MARTIAL 


Convened  by  Commander 

( Title  of  Convening  Authority) 

UNITED  STATES  ARMY  MILITARY  DISTRICT  OF  WASHINGTON 
(Unit/Command  of  Convening  Authority) 

T  ried  at 


Fort  Meade,  MD  on  see  below 

(Place  or  Places  of  Trial)  (Date  or  Dates  of  Trial) 


Date  or  Dates  of  Trial : 

23  February  2012,  15-16  March  2012,  24-26  April  2012,  6-8  June  2012,  25  June  2012, 

16-19  July  2012,  28-30  August  2012,  2  October  2012,  12  October  2012,  17-18  October  2012, 

7- 8  November  2012,  27  November  -  2  December  2012,  5-7  December  2012,  10-11  December  2012, 

8- 9  January  2013,  16  January  2013,  26  February  -  1  March  2013,  8  March  2013, 

10  April  2013,  7-8  May  2013,  21  May  2013,  3-5  June  2013,  10-12  June  2013,  17-18  June  2013, 
25-28  June  2013,  1-2  July  2013,  8-10  July  2013,  15  July  2013,  18-19  July  2013, 

25-26  July  2013,  28  July  -  2  August  2013,  5-9  August  2013,  12-14  August  2013, 

16  August  2013,  and  19-21  August  2013. 


1  Insert  "verbatim"  or  "summarized"  as  appropriate.  (This  form  will  be  used  by  the  Army  and  Navy  for  verbatim  records  of  trial  only.) 

2  See  inside  back  cover  for  instructions  as  to  preparation  and  arrangement. 


DD  FORM  490,  MAY  2000 


PREVIOUS  EDITION  IS  OBSOLETE. 


Front  Cover 


ManningB_42923 


SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  but  otherwise  remained  quiet.  To  provoke 
conversation,  SND’s  counselor  asked  about  SND’s  thoughts  onjthe  existence 
of  Sasquatch.  Once  the  subject  was  brought  up,  the  dialogue  between  SND 
and  the  counselor  was  that  of  a  normal  conversation.  The  dialogue  evolved 
into  a  conversation  about  the  evolution  of  man  and  man’s  use  of  the  brain.  At 
the  end  of  the  conversation  SND  was  given  a  copy  of  the  “Alligator  River 
Story"  from  a  Crossroads  module  which  will  be  followed  up  onjnext  week. 

SND  was  brought  to  the  counselor’s  office  for  the  interview  butjSND  stated 
that  he  was  fine  in  his  cell.  When  told  that  it  would  help  break  up  the 
monotony  of  the  day  and  help  reduce  boredom,  SND  stated  thatjhe  was  not 
bored  in  his  cell  since  he  is  used  to  it.  Unless  SND  is  at  any  form  of 
visitation,  or  executing  a  portion  of  the  daily  routine  (e.g.  sunshine  call  or  TV 
call),  SND  spends  his  entire  day  sitting  “Indian  style”  on  his  rack  until  taps. 
Although  SND  is  authorized  to  have  a  book  in  his  possession  between 
reveille  and  taps,  SND  has  only  read  two  books  since  his  arrival!  to  Quantico. 

SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  this  past  week  and  found  fit  from 
removal  of  prevention  of  injury  classification  from  a  psychiatric  standpoint. 
SND  was  reviewed  on  15  October  2010  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment 
Board  and  was  recommended  to  remain  present  status.  The  Brig  Officer 
concurs  with  the  classification  and  assignment  board  and  SND  will  remain 
his  present  status  of  POI.  During  the  interview  SND  was  respectful  and 
courteous  and  was  well  spoken. 

SND's  attitude  and  demeanor  were  consistent  with  his  normal  character  and 
he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal.  -GySgt  Blenis 

ppm- 

Perf. 

Smry 

Board 
Review  &  . 
Results  . 

2010-10-08 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-10-14 

2010-10-14  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Boardj  today  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  not  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  8 

October  2010  due  to  the  Brog  Psychiatrist’s  absence.  SND  has  not  presented 
any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  1  October  2010  and  has  been  an  overall 
average  detainee.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAXlcustody, 

remain  POI,  and  remain  in  SQ-I .  -  GySgt  Blenis 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-10-01 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-10-14 

2010-10-14  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board!  today  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
befo  c  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  oh  and 
recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI.  SND  has  not  presented 'any  problems 
since  his  last  review  on  24  Sep  2010  and  has  been  an  overall  average 
detainee.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX  custody!  remain  POI, 
and  remain  i n  SQ- 1 .  -  GySgt  Blenis 

1  ppru- 

!  Perf, 
j  Smry 

1 

! 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-10-12 

Active 

2010-10-12 

2010-10-12  Individual  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  12 
October  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.  SND  stated 
that  he  did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  and  was  visited  by  his 
friend,  David  House,  over  the  weekend.  SND  was  also  visited  by  his  military 
defense  attorney,  Maj  Kemkes,  on  8  October  2010.  SND  has  made  no 
personal  phone  calls  but  did  speak  with  his  civilian  attorney  over  the  phone 
on  7  October  2010.  SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse 
spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above  average  work  and  training  report. 
During  the  interview  SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  but  otherwise 
remained  quiet.  SND  continues  to  show  no  interest  in  having  anything  more 
than  brief  conversations  but  does  remain  courteous  and  respectful  to  staff. 

SND  appears  to  want  minimal  contact  with  facility  staff  and  otherwise  be  left 
to  himself.  SND  was  not  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  this  past  week 
due  to  the  Brig  Psych’s  absence.  The  C&A  Board  reviewed  SND  on  8 

October  2010  and  recommended  that  he  remain  in  his  present  status.  The 

Brig  Officer  concurred  with  the  recommendation  and  SND  still  remains 
classified  as  a  POI  detainee.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and 
neat  in  appearance.  SND’s  attitude  and  demeanor  were  consistent  with  his 
normal  character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal1.  -GySgt 

Blenis 

PPIII  - 
Perf,. 
Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-10-04 

|  Active 

2010-10-06 

2010-10-06  Individual  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  4 
October  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.  SND  stated 
that  he  did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  and  received  no 
personal  visits  over  the  weekend.  SND  stated  that  his  Aunt  was  doing  well 
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but  still  in  mourning  over  the  death  of  her  mother.  SND  has  made  no  personal 
phone  calls  but  did  speak  with  his  attorney  over  the  phone  on  5  October 

2010.  SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot 
evaluations  and  received  a n  average  work  and  training  report.  During  the 
interview  SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  and  has  begun  reading  another 
book.  SND  still  does  not  initiate  any  conversation  and  answers  all  questions 
with  very  short  responses.  SND  appears  to  be  content  with  his  situation  and 
goes  through  the  motions  of  the  Brig’s  plan  of  the  day  without  incident.  SND 
was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  1  October  and  was  recommended  to 
be  removed  from  POI  status.  The  C&A  Board  reviewed  SND  on  the  same 
date  and  recommended  that  he  still  remain  POI.  The  Brig  Officer  concurred 
with  the  recommendation  and  SND  still  remains  classified  as  a  POI  detainee. 
SND  continues  to  be  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no 
disciplinary  or  behavioral  problems.  During  the  interview  SND|was 
respectful,  neat  in  appearance  and  maintained  eye  contact.  SNDj’s  mood  and 
appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal  character  and  he  continues  to 
slate  that  he  is  not  suicidal.  -GySgt  Blenis 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Counsel 

Noles 

2010-10-01 

Active 

2010-10-04  ; 

2010-10-04  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status  would  be 

reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  today  lorj a  7  day 
review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear  before 
the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  and  recommended 
to  be  removed  from  POI.  SND  has  riot  presented  any  problems  since  liis  last 
review  on  24  Sep  20 10  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee.  It  is 
recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX  custody,  remain  POT,  and  remain  in 
SQ-l.-GySgi  Blenis 

ppm  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-09-24 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-10-04 

2010-10-04  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  today  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  oil  24  Sep  2010 
and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee.  It  is 
recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX  custody,  remain  POI,  and  remain  in 
SQ-1-  GySgt  Blenis  j 

g6uiuue|/M 


PPIII  - 

j  Perf, 

|  Smry 

. 

Counsel  1 
Notes 

2010-09-27 

Active 

2010-09-28 

2010-09-28  Individual  15  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  27 
September  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.  SND 
stated  that  he  did  not  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  and  was 
visited  by  his  Aunt  over  the  weekend.  SND  stated  that  his  Aunt  |was  doing 
well  but  is  still  in  mourning  over  the  death  of  her  mother.  SND  has  made  no 
personal  phone  calls  but  did  speak  with  his  civilian  attorney  over  the  phone. 
SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and 
received  an  average  work  and  training  report.  During  the  interview  SND 
stated  that  everything  was  going  well  but  otherwise  remained  quiet.  SND 
continues  to  be  very  short  and  direct  with  responses,  and  still  does  not  initiate 
any  conversation.  On  23  September  2010,  SND  was  taken  out  on  temporary 
absence  to  the  dental  clinic  aboard  Quantico  by  his  command.  SND  stated 
that  he  has  to  go  to  a  follow  up  appointment  at  dental  but  does  hot  have  a 
scheduled  date  yet.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist 'on  24 
September  and  was  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI  status.  The  C&A 
Board  reviewed  SND  on  the  same  date  and  recommended  that  he  still  remain 
POI.  The  Brig  Of ficer  concurred  with  the  recommendation  and  SND  still 
remains  classified  as  a  POI  detainee.  SND  continues  to  be  cooperative  with 

Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no  disciplinary  or  behavioral  problems.  During 
the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat  in  appearance.  SND’s  mood  and 
appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal  character  and  he  continues  to 
state  that  he  is  not  suicidal.  -GySgt  Blenis 

i 

1  PPIII  - 
Perf, 

|  Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-09-14 

Active 

2010-09-14 

2010-09-14  Individual  15  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  14 
September  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.  SND 
stated  that  he  did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  and  was  visited 
by  his  father  over  the  weekend.  SND  stated  that  his  relationship]  with  his 
father  is  still  distant,  which  SND  is  content  with.  SND  stated  that  he  did  find 
out  that  his  grandmother  from  his  father’s  side  passed  away  at  age  92  which 
was  why  his  father  was  in  the  local  area.  SND  also  received  a  phone  call  from 
his  civilian  attorney  on  10  September  2010.  SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  average  work 
and  training  report.  During  the  interview  SND  staled  that  everything  was 
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going  well  but  otherwise  remained  quiet.  SND  was  again  very  short  and 
direct  with  responses,  and  did  not  initiate  any  conversation.  SND  stated  that 
he  has  been  reading  a  little  more  hut  not  much,  and  prefers  to  watch  the  news 
during  TV  call.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  10  September 
and  was  recommended  to  be  removed  front  POT  status.  The  C&A  Board 
reviewed  SND  on  the  same  date  and  recommended  that  he  still  Remain  POI. 

The  Brig  Officer  concurred  with  the  recommendation  and  SND|sti!l  remains 
classified  as  a  POI  detainee.  SND  lias  been  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and 
has  presented  no  disciplinary  or  behavioral  problems.  When  observed  in  his 
cell,  SND  is  always  sitting  quietly  on  his  rack  and  appears  to  be'conlent  with 
doing  nothing  else.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat  in 
appearance.  SND’s  mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal 
character  and  he  continues  to  slate  that  he  is  not  suicidal.  -GySgt  Blenis 

ppm  - 

Perf, 

Smry 

1 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-09-10 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-09-14 

2010-09-14  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Boardjtoday  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  1 0  SEPT 

2010  and  recommended  to  remain  on  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  3  SEPT  2010  and  has  been  anjoverall 
average  detainee.  It  is  recommended  (hat  SND  be  remain  MAXjcustody, 
remain  POI,  and  remain  i  n  SQ-1 .  -  GySgt  Blenis 

| 

i 

PPIII  - 

Perf, 

Counsel  j 
Notes  ' 

1 

1 

[  2010-09-07 

Active 

2010-09-08 

2010-09-08  Individual  15  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  7 
September  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.  SND 
stated  that  he  did  not  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  and  did  not 
receive  any  personal  visits  over  the  weekend.  SND’s  command  was  contacted 
and  his  company  1st  Sgt  stated  that  SND’s  Platoon  Sergeant  would  be 
conducting  a  command  visit  this  Friday.  SND  received  a  legal  visit  from  his 
civilian  attorney  on  31  August  2010  spoke  with  him  again  on  2  September 

2010  over  the  phone.  SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse 
spot  evaluations  and  received  an  average  work  and  training  report.  During  the 
interview  SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  but  otherwise  remained  quiet. 
SND  continues  to  be  very  short  and  direct  with  responses  when  speaking 
with  staff.  SND  has  started  reading  during  the  day  to  pass  time,  but  only  if  it 
is  an  educational  book  since  he  does  not  read  recrealionally.  SND  was 

evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  3  September  and  was  recommended  to 
be  removed  from  POI  status.  The  C&A  Board  reviewed  SND  ori  the  same 
date  and  recommended  that  he  still  remain  POI.  The  Brig  Officer  concurred 
with  the  recommendation  and  SND  still  remains  classified  as  a  POI  detainee. 
SND  continues  to.be  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no 
disciplinary  problems.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat 
in  appearance.  SND’s  mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal 
character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal.  -GySgt  Blenis 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-09-03 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-09-03 

2010-09-14  Modified  REVIEWED  AND  CONCUR  -  GYSGT  BLENIS 

2010-09-03  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  jtoday  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  03 

September  2010  and  recommended  to  remain  on  POI.  SND  has  hot  presented 
any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  27  August  2010  and  has  been  an 
overall  average  detainee.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX 
custody,  remain  POI,  and  remain  in  SQ- 1 .  -  SSG  Jordan 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

i 

2010-08-30 

Active 

2010-08-31 

2010-08-31  Individual  15  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  30 
August  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.1  SND  stated 
that  he  did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  last  week  from  IstSgt  Williams 
and  1  st  Lt  Varner,  and  received  a  personal  visit  from  his  father  over  the 
weekend.  SND  spoke  with  his  civilian  defense  attorney,  David  Coombs,  on 

25  August  2010  over  the  phone  and  is  expecting  him  to  conduct|a  legal  visit 
in  the  near  future.  SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse 
spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above  average  work  and  training  report. 
During  the  interview  SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  but  otherwise 
remained  quiet.  SND  continues  to  remain  quiet  unless  he  is  spoken  to  first 
and  is  then  short  with  answers  or  responses.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  27  August  and  was  recommended  to  be  removed)  from  POI 
status.  The  C&A  Board  reviewed  SND  on  the  same  date  and  recommended 
that  he  still  remain  POI.  SND  remains  co  rteous  and  respectful  (o  staff  and 
has  presented  no  problems  toward  staff  or  inmates  thus  far.  During  the 
interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  groomed  and  neat  in  appearance.  SND 
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stated  that  he  has  not  had  suicidal  feelings  since  arriving  in  Quantico  and 
mentally  feels  good.  -GySgt  Blenis 

ppm  - 

Perf, 

Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-08-27 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-08-27 

2010-08-27  Modified  SND  was  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI  by 
the  Brig  Psych.  -  GySgt  Blenis 

2010-08-27  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  Itoday  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  27  Aug 

2010  and  recommended  to  remain  on  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  20  August  2010  and  has  been  an  overall 
average  detainee.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX  custody, 
remain  POI,  and  remain  in  SQ-1 .  -  SSG  Jordan 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-08-24 

Active 

2010-08-24 

2010-08-24  Individual  20  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  24 
August  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention.! SND  stated 
that  he  did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  from  his  Bn  Comnfiander,  Bn 
SgtMaj,  Co  Commander  and  Co  IstSgt.  SND  was  also  visited  b}  .  SND  did 
receive  one  phone  call  from  Maj  Hurley  on  20  August  2010.  SND  did  not 
receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report.  During  the  interview  SND  stated  that  he 
was  doing  well  but  otherwise  remained  quiet.  SND  will  answer  direct 
questions  with  direct  answers  but  says  very  little  otherwise.  SND  states  that 
he  has  had  no  problems  with  other  inmates  or  staff  and  that  everything  is 
going  well.  SND  stated  that  he  did  speak  with  David  Coombs  and  is  going  to 
hire  him  as  a  civilian  attorney.  To  this  point  in  confinement,  SND  has 
presented  no  problems  and  has  been  courteous  and  respectful  toislaff.  SND’s 
conduct  has  been  excellent,  so  much  so  that  it  is  apparent  that  he  is  extremely 
cautious  about  what  he  says  or  how  he  acts.  During  the  interview  SND  was 
well  spoken,  groomed  and  neat  in  appearance.  SND  stated  that  he  does  not 
have  any  suicidal  feelings  at  this  time  and  has  not  been  suicidal  since  arriving 
in  Quantico.  -GySgt  Blenis 

PPIII- 

Board 

2010-08-20 

Satisfactory 

2010-08-22 

2010-08-22  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 

0Z6ZV  gBuiuuei/M 


Perf, 

Smry 

Review  & 
Results 

or  Above 

would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Boarditoday  for  a  7 
day  review.  SND  did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear 
before  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  ori  20  Aug 

2010  and  recommended  to  remain  on  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  1 1  August  2010  and  has  been  an  overall 
average  detainee.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  remain  MAX  pustody, 
remain  POI,  and  remain  in  SQ-1.  -  GySgt  Blenis 

ppm- 

Perf, 

Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-08-17 

Active 

2010-08-19 

2010-08-19  Individual  30  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  17 
August  2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention 

SND  stated  that  he  did  not  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  or|any  personal 
visits  during  the  past  week.  SND's  command  was  contacted  and|his  Battalion 
Commander,  Command  Sergeant  Major,  Company  Commander'and 

Company  First  Sergeant  will  be  aboard  Quantico  Brig  on  19  August  2010  for 
a  command  visit. 

SND  did  receive  one  phone  call  from  Capt  Bouchard  on  10  August  2010  and 
another  call  from  potential  civilian  attorney  Mr.  David  Coombs  on  17  August 
2010. 

SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and 
received  an  average  work  and  training  report. 

During  the  interview  SND  was  more  talkative  than  usual.  SND  spoke  of  his 
irritation  about  incoming  mail  from  persons  he  does  not  know.SfJD  also 
spoke  of  his  interest  in  reading  the  news  in  relation  to  his  duties  |as  an  intel 
analyst.  | 

To  this  point  in  confinement  SND’s  conduct  has  been  average  and  has 
presented  no  problems  to  staff  or  inmates. 

SND  is  showing  signs  and  states  that  he  is  adjusting  to  confinement  well  and 
that  he  has  no  complaints  about  other  inmates,  staff  or  how  he  is!  treated. 

During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  courteous  and.respectfulbut  his 
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body  language  made  him  appear  more  nervous  than  usual.  SND  was  neat  in 
appearance  and  maintained  eye  contact 

SND  stated  that  he  does  not  have  any  suicidal  feelings  at  this  time  and  has 
not  been  suicidal  since  arriving  in  Quantico.  -GySgt  Blenis 

PPIIi  - 
!  Perf, 
Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-08-09 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-08-17 

2010-08-17  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  today.  SND 
did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear  before  the  board. 

SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychologist  on  6  August  2010  and  found  to 
be  a  reduced  threat  to  Itimself.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  remain  present 
staus  for  further  observation  -  GYSGT  BLENIS 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

201 0-08- 11 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-08-16 

2010-08  17  Modified  The  Brig  Psychiatrist  founf  SND  to  be  a  reduced  threat 
to  himself  on  6  August  2010  -  GySgt  Blenis 

2010-08-16  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  and  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  today.  SND 
did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear  before  the  board. 

SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychologist  and  found  not  to  be  a  threat  to 
himself.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  be  removed  from  SR,  and  be  placed  on 
POI  remain  MAX  custody,  and  remain  SQ-1.  -  SSG  Jordan 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-08-10 

Active 

2010-08-12 

2010-08- 12  Individual  20  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  10 
August2010  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention. |SND  stated 
that  he  did  not  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  but  was  visited'  by  his  Aunt 
on  7  August  2010.  He  also  received  a  visit  by  his  attorney,  Major  Hurley, 
during  the  past  week  on  the  2nd  and  6th  of  August  2010.  SND  did  not  receive 
any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  average 
work  and  training  report.  During  the  interview  SND  was  informed  about  the 
process  of  reducing  his  custody  and  classification  and  possible  job 
assignments.  SND  stated  that  he  would  like  a  job  in  the  facility  library  if  it 
became  possible.  T o  this  point  in  confinement  SND’s  conduct  has  been 
average  and  has  presented  no  problems  to  staff  or  inmates.  During  the 
interview  SND  was  quiet,  but  courteous  and  respectful.  SND  answers 
questions  but  speaks  very  little  unless  responding  to  a  question.  Currently 
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SND  appears  to  be  trying  to  adjust  to  the  daily  routine  and  observing  what  is 
going  on  around  him.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  neati  n 
appearance  and  maintained  eye  contact.  SND  stated  that  he  does  not  have  any 
suicidal  feelings  at  this  time.  -GySgt  Blenis 

ppm  - 
Perf, 
j  Smry 

| 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-08-02 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-08-03 

2010-08-03  Initial  minutes  SND  was  notified  that  his  custody  arid  status 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  Classification  and  Assignment  Board  joday.  SND 
did  not  have  any  questions  and  did  not  request  to  appear  before  the  board. 

SND  was  given  the  indoctrination  classes  covering  the  prisoner  rules  and 
regulations,  request  mast,  chain  of  command  and  DD  510  procedures, 
privileges  and  incentives,  medical  and  dental  sevices,  emergency  leave  and 

Red  Cross  messages,  valuables  and  PX  procedures  and  mail  andl  visitation 
regulations.  SND  also  received  counseling  on  suicide  awareness|and  the 
importance  of  speaking  with  his  counselor  or  immediate  supervisor  if  he  feels 
depressed  or  has  suicidal  feelings.  SND  was  given  the  indoctrination  lest  and 
passed  the  examination.  Information  from  the  National  Crime  Information 
Center  (NCIC)  was  requested  and  the  results  of  the  check  are  pending(See 
Conduct  Record).  SND  has  been  advised  of  the  privacy  act  and  the  limits  of 
confidentiality.  It  is  recommended  that  SNDremain MAX  custody,  remain 
on  SR  status,  and  remain  in  SQ-i  -  GYSGT  BLENIS 

PPIII  - 
Perf, 

Board 
Review  & 
Results 

2010-07-30 

Satisfactory 
or  Above 

2010-08-03 

2010-08-03  Initial  minutes  SND  is  a  new  confinement  received  on  30  JULY 
2010.  SND  is  currently  a  MAX/DET  located  in  SQ-1  on  IN DOG/SUICIDE 
RISK.  It  is  recommended  that  SND  remain  present  status.  -  GYSGT 

BLENIS 

ppm  - 
Perf, 
Smry 

Counsel 

Notes 

2010-08-02 

Active 

2010-08-03 

201 0-08-03  Individual  15  minutes  SND  received  his  weekly  interview  on  this 
date  and  had  no  issues  that  needed  immediate  attention  SND  stated  that  he 
did  receive  his  weekly  command  visit  and  that  he  received  no  personal  visits. 
SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  1 
received  an  AVERAGE  work  and  training  report.  During  the  interview  SND 
was  informed  that  he  will  remain  in  suicide  risk  status  until  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  recommends  removal  and  the  Brig  Commanding  Otjficer  removes 
him  from  the  status.  To  this  point  in  confinement  SND’s  conduct  has  been 
average  and  has  presented  no  problems  to  staff  or  inmates.  During  the 
interview  SND  was  respectful  and  courteous  and  was  well  spoken.  SND 
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slated  that  he  was  doing  well  and  was  not  having  suicidal  or  homicidal 
feelings. - GySgt  Blenis 

Prisoner  Name:  MANNING,  BRADLEY  EDWARD 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REQUEST 

REPORT  DATE  ( YYYYMMDD ) 
20100729 

1.  INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.)  2.  SSN 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

3.  RCN 

4.  FORMER  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

R-R 

b.  STATUS 
R-R 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL  I 

New  Confinement  (NC) 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  t) 
R-R 

5.  CURRENT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

Indoctrination  (INDOC)  Suicide  Risk  (ADSSR) 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  ft 

SQ-1  A  191 

6.  REQUEST  INFORMATION 

7.  OFFENSE  INFORMATION 

8,  SENTENC 

E  INFORMATION 

SNP/SND  is  a  New  Confinement 

ART(S):  128,  134 

N/A 

9.  REMARKS 

SND  WAS  PLACED  IN  SPECIAL  QUARTERS  DUE  TO  RECENT  CONFINEMENT. 

10.  REQUESTING  OFFICIAL 

a.  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml ) 

ALLDREDGE,  J.D. 

b.  SIGNA1  .'RE 

e.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20100729 

‘  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD  ACTION  t;  1  < 

11.  APPROVED  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

/YVAX 

b.  STATUS 

£ >Lt 

C.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

J  a^>oc  /  £ 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  ft 

/  A  /  n  i 

HIGHER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

LOWER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

[~l  ASSAULTIVE /DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 

Q|  CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESE  NT  OFFENSE 

PI  SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□  |  CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES;  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

03  SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□  |  THE  OFFENSE (S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

[3]  LOW  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 

[3  APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENIAL  CONDI  HON 

n  INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  0ISLIKC  Or  THE  MILITARY 

Q|  INDICATIONS  THE  INDIVIDUAL  WISI  ICS  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

[—1  INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR 
PERSONAL  ACTIONS  PAST  AND  PRESENT 

I—I ||  COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT;  HOWEVER, 

LJ  LENG  TH  OF  SENTENCE  SHALL  NOT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FAC  1  OR 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINCR  FILED 

£3  BCHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

r—j  SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE 

L-*!  UNJUST  OR  SEVERE 

(— 1  COMPLETION  of,  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT 

LJ|  PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

£3  POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□|  OTHER: 

f— |  A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR 
'I  PSYCHOSIS 

Q  OTHER: 

□I  HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

□  |  OTHER: 

□  1  DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□|  OTHER: 

□|  LENGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□J  OTHER: 

□|  OTHER: 

Q  OTHER: 

PHASE  OF  CONFINEMENT 

MANDATORY  REVIEW 

0  RECEPTION  □  PRE-RELEASE  □  RESTORATION 

□  7  DAY  □  15  DAY  £□  30  DAY 

BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE 

FOR:  |  AGAINST:  |  REMARKS: 

12.  SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER^ 

a.  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST Ml.) 

S.  c./*  / 

b.  siqwyuR£-— ^ ^ 

c.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

!<>o7 

REMARKS:  V  ‘  C - 

13.  COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW  ^ 

a.  NAME,  GRADE,  TITLE 

AVERHART  JR,  J.  T„  CWO-4,  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

c.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20100730 

REMARKS:  ' 

BRIG  FORM  4200,  SEPT  2009 
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CLASSIFICATION  ANO  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110103 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

CURRENT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  tt 

SQ-1  /  A  /  192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS: 

NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS:  201 10102:  AA 

UN:  0  AV:  19  EX:  0 

BA:  0  AA:  8  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20101230:  RECOMMEND  REMOVE  FROM  POI 

RECOMMENDED  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LrVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  HOW  /  CELL  4 

SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

HIGHER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

LOWER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

□ 

ASSAULTIVE  /  OISRUP1  IVE  BEHAVIOR 

□ 

CLCAR  MILITARY  RCCORD  ASlDC  FROM  PRCSFNT  OrFCNSC 

□ 

ShRIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES;  GOOn  HOME  CONDITIONS 

n 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFENSE(S)  CHARGED  iS  NOT  SERIOUS 

□ 

LOW  TOLPRANCf-  OF  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  CONDITION 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  MILITARY 

a 

INDICATIONS  1  HE  INDIVIDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

□ 

INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCFPF  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR 
PERSONAL  ACTIONS  PAST  AND  PRESENT 

□ 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT,  HOWEVER, 
LENGTH  OF  SENTENCE  SHALL  NOT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FACTOR 

n 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE 
UNJUST  OR  SEVERE 

□ 

COMPLETION  OF.  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT 
PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

POOH  HOME  CONDI  RONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SCRIOU3  NEUROSIS  OR 
PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

□ 

OTHER' 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTI  ICR: 

□ 

LENGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

OTHER. 

□ 

OTHER: 

REMARKS: 

SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred  from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the 
lack  of  specialized  mental  health  care.  SND  has  demonstrated  erratic  behavior  as  recently  as  28  December  2010.  SND  has  a 
potential  gender  identity  disorder  and  is  pending  a  706  sanity  board  hearing. 

BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE  •- 

NAME /GRADE /TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.M.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

X 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

JORDAN,  R.N.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

X 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

LEE,  C.  J.  /  SSGT  /  SECURITY  CHIEF 

X 

APPROVED  STATUS  - - - - 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

|  d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  H 

SQ-1  /A/192 

COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW 

a.  NAME 

AVERHART  JR„  J.T.  /  CWQ4  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

b.  SIGNATJJRE^  /  J 

c.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110103 

BRIG  FORM  4200.1 ,  JAN  2011 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20110107 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

JiU.M?  v»-\  CURRENT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTE RS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS: 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS: 

NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS:  20110102:  AA 

UN:  0  AV:  19  EX:  0 

BA:  0  AA:  8  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20110107:  RECOMMEND  REMOVE  FROM  POI 

RECOMME 

NDED  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 
SQ-1  /  A/192 

.  *  ;fe  HIG 

IER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

Ac-'  ■  -  LOWER  CUSTODY  FACTORS  .  > « 

n 

ASSAUl  TtVF  i  DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

□ 

SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES;  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

□ 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  Mil  l!  ARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFENSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

n 

LOW  TOLCRANCEOr  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

(  APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  CONDITION 

n 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  MILITARY 

□ 

INDICATIONS  THE  INOIVIDUAI  WiSHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

□ 

INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSiSII  ITY  FOR 
PERSONAL  AC  TIONS  PAST  AND  PRESL NT 

n 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT;  HOWEVER. 

LENGTH  OF  SENTENCE  SHALL  NO!  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  E ACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE 
UNJUST  OH  SEVERE 

n 

COMPLETION  OF,  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT 

PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

□ 

POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR 
PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE  (S) 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

LENGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH.  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER: 

RE 

SN 

lac 

po 

MARKS: 

ID  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred  from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the 
:k  of  specialized  mental  health  care.  SND  has  demonstrated  erratic  behavior  as  recently  as  04  January  2011.  SND  has  a 
tential  gender  identity  disorder  and  is  pending  a  706  sanity  board  hearing. 

NAME /GRADE /TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS  C.M.  /  GYSGT  /  SECURITY  CHIEF 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

JORDAN,  R.N.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

/ 

Ot 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

BUCK,J.  M.  /  SSGT  /  ADMIN  CHIEF 

KT 

ik.  Vrin 

■ - T1 

1  ^ 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  j  b.  STATUS 

T  c,  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

_ •  -  BEaKm - 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  * 

A^^COMMANDING-QI 

FFICER  REVIEW 

a.  NAME 

AVERHART  JR.,  J.T.  /  CW04  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER  ft 

b.  SIGN^TU^X^ 

c.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110107 

BRIG  FORM  4200.1,  JAN  2011 
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9 


CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20110114 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST.  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

•>  '-Iv'-,'  -  -  CURRE 

NT  STATUS  v 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS: 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS: 

NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS:  20110102:  AA 

UN:  0  AV:  19  EX:  0 

BA:  0  AA:  9  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20110107:  RECOMMEND  REMOVE  FROM  POI 

RECOMME 

NDED  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 
SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

HIG 

HER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

LOWER  CUS  TODY  FACTORS 

□ 

ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

□ 

SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES:  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

□ 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFENSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

□ 

LOW  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  S  TABLE  MENTAL  CONDI  HON 

□ 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  O'JT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  MILITARY 

□ 

INDICATIONS  THE  INDIVIDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

□ 

INDICATION  OF  UNWIl  L INGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR 
PERSONAL  ACTIONS  PAS  r  AND  PRESENT 

□ 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTFNCE  TO  CONFINEMENT,  HOWEVER. 
LENGTH  OF  SENTENCE  SHALL  NOT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE 
UNJUST  OR  SEVERE 

□ 

COMPLETION  OF,  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT 
PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

□ 

POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

n 

OTHER: 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR 
PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

n 

OTHER: 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

LENGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER 

RE 

SN 

lac 

pol 

MARKS: 

D  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred  from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the 
k  of  specialized  mental  health  care.  SND  has  demonstrated  erratic  behavior  as  recently  as  04  January  2011.  SND  has  a 
:entiai  gender  identity  disorder  and  is  pending  a  706  sanity  board  hearing. 

m  :£s*5 

wm 

NAME  /  GRADE  /  TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS  |  SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

JORDAN,  R.N.  1  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

/ 

M 

77 - 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

BUCK.J.  M.  1  SSGT  /  ADMIN  CHIEF 

y 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

PURDON,  W.M./CPL/  COUNSELOR 

X 

?OVEDSTATUS'J^;iY^^:j»^V^1SS.- 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

A\  t\)C 

b.  STATUS 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  * 

S>Q-\/ A/ tfX 

~  ka  COMMANDING!)! 

’.FJCER  REVIEW  ~  7-;: 

■:  k  ■  f  . 

a.  NAME  - 

AVERHART  JR.,  J.T.  /  CW04  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

-t»v  SIGNATURE  <•— N  — , 

\-lkj2SJO, 

c.  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110114 

BRIG  FORM  4200.1,  JAN  2011 
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©  • 


BRIG  FORM  4200,  JAN  2011 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20110119 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

M  CURRENT  STATUS*  .  .  1 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

SUICIDE  RISK 

d.  QUARTERS /ROW /CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS: 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS: 

NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS:  201 10116:  BA 

UN  O  AV:  19  EX:  0 

BAM  AA:  10  OS:0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20110118:  RECOMMEND  TO  BE  PLACED  ON  POI  STATUS 

RECOMMENDED  STATUS  -• 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  1  b.  STATUS 

MAX  i  DET 

C.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

SUICIDE  RISK 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  It 
L-Q-1  /  A/  192 

HIGHER  CUSTODY  FACTORS  *.«-• 

LOWER  CUSTODY 

'  FACTORS 

ASSAULTIVE  /  ffSRJPTiy$  DC  1 IAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

□ 

SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES;  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

□ 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

TI  IE  OrrENSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

IS 

LOW  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MFNTAL  CONDITION 

□ 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  CF  Ti  ,£  MILITARY 

n 

INDICATIONS  THE  INOIVDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

□ 

INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR 
PERSONAL  ACTIONS  PAST  AND  PRESEN  T 

□ 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT;  HOWEVER. 

1  PNGTH  OF  SPKTFNCE  SHAI  i  NOT  BE  AN  QVFRRIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOJS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE 
UNJUST  OR  SEVERE 

□ 

COMPLETION  OF.  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT 
PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

& 

POOR  HOME  CONDI  f  IONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

A  MCNTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR 
PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OTHER- 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER: 

IS 

'  LbNGI  H,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

OTHER: 

REMARKS: 

SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred  from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the  lack  of 
specialized  mental  health  care.  SND  has  demonstrated  erratic  behavior  as  recently  as  18  January  201 1 .  SND  has  a  potential  gender  identity 
disorder  and  is  pending  a  706  sanity  board  hearing. 

On  18  January  2011,  SND  had  an  anxiety  attack  and  began  acting  aggressively  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and 
Supervisor. 

$  ~  “  Wt  BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE  ’  ‘‘ ::  -v  . 

NAME /GRADE /TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

FULLER,  W.  /  GYSGT  /  SECURITY  CHIEF 

K 

C  £>**-4  GV" 

- 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

BUCK.J.  M.  /  SSGT/  ADMIN  CHIEF 

•  •  *:-•••  ■  W  -  ..-...-i  APPROVED  STATUS  '  . 

a. CUSTODY  LEVEL 

b.  STATUS 

DCC 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

d.  QUARTERS  /ROW  /CELL# 

-  4  '  ’  COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW  4  7.  •  -  m-WP 

a.  NAME 

AVERHART  JR„  J.T.  /  CW04  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER  , , 

b.  SIGNATURE 

c.  DATE  ( YYYYMMDD ) 

20110119 

BRIG  FORM  4200.1,  JAN  2011 
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classification  and  assignment  res/ IE w 


.  lAvMNiNG,  UKAOlEYL 


CURRENT  STATUS 


CUSTODY  U-VL'T  I 


QUARTERS /ROW/ CELL  SQ-i  /A/192 


CURRENT  CHARGES  ART 92,  128.  1 


DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS 


OB5EP.VATIQN  REPORTS 


&  TRAINING  REPORTS 

OS.  0 


PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW 


STATUS  TO  3E  REVIEWED 


ov.artcp.:.  ;  Rov.  /  cels  : 


.NWU  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 


SERIOUS  DILI  13  » EUSE 


I'cKQiH’j  Civil  charge i 


POOR  HQI/ti  CONOniOK’SC 


HiSTOP.V  Of  PREVIOUS  ESCAPED 


demonstrated  pattern  or  poop,  judgeiaek1" 


LENGTH  Of.  -JQTEini*1.  t E N GT H  SENTENCE 


COMPARATIVELY  Short  SENTENCE  TO  CQNFIHEL>TEK‘- 


B- hav'iqu  during  ••  previous  CQt-’Ft 


spec»aiveu  metuat  heaRii  c a«  e  ano  na.i.  potential  genoe;  mentivv  <n>o«ue-  Whim  ronunet.  « .  mmmi  .  'M' ■  . . uU'**  utj.  <*•  ?  uw.  si**-h 

was  fount;  i«\  h»b  cell  On  IS  January  2011.  SND  had  ar.  anxiety  attaci.  and  oegan  acting  aggressively  toward  himself  in  the  presence  olthe  Bmp.  OH 
and  Supeivisoi  SND  has  made  a  potential  written  suiooe  ideauor  which  he  has  claimed  may  nave  been  false  SND  cui  •  enUy  states  that  ne  is  no. 
suicidal  but  has  also  slated  that  his  wi  liter,  and  verbal  statements  may  havp  neen  false  SNU  was  evaluated  by  Col  ivalone  on  20110218.  Col 
IvTalone  annotated  that  SNO's  behavioi  and  thought  content  is  noimal  and  his  thinking  piocess  iscieai  Co)  Malone  annotated  that  SND  does  not 
need  lo  be  segregated  fiojiy|g*jt ^population  due  to  a  li  eatable  mental  disoidei  and  that  5ND  would  need  only  loutine  furthei  examination. 
Due  to  the  natureof  SND's  charges  and  national  sectmty  concerns.  SND  is  potentially  facing  a  seveie  sentence  to  r.onlmmenl 


BC 

)ARD  MEMBER  VOTE 

- irrranrs - \ 

5 ^ 

Ql  EWI'j,  C  IV,  /  GvSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CUIEl 

/bf  rA*  :  r\  Pc;  J_ 

/! 

fUHEf.W  ••6Y5G1/OP5  CHIEF  ! 

•  / 

.  vlj.  MMAi  p,.'i  1 

Vw.^_. - 

IORDAN,  C  J  SSG  !  SENIOR  COUWSClOI' 

A 

i 

—7  1  /Si^m-jK 

bAHNES.  b  V.  1  CW02  /  UKIb  OIC 

1  '• 

i  ( (A  w"  ' 

tuMiimivn  />./,*■  I'.uni1-  ty'r-  jtssi'.wn. ')•  iw  ■  ■■  jfliiARUR'.,  row/ rm  i  / /  i.;  •, 

ManningB_43750 
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EVALUATOR 

8>6NftTURE^^t'  C0^)^ jP  PRINTED  NAHE^U-  ^  )»ys  -f  lAt? 


ManningB_43751 


CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REQUEST 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYIMDD) 
20110120 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST.  FIRST  Ml.)  SSN 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

RCN  ^ 

FORMER  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

Suicide  Risk 

d  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  If 
SQ-1  /  A/ 192 

CURRENT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

POI 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  1  CELL  il 
SQ-1  /  A/  192 

REQUEST  INFORMATION 

OFFENSE  INFORMATION 

SENTENCE  INFORMATION 

SND  is  a  Change  of  Classification 

Article  1 28,  134 

Pre-Trial 

REMARKS: 

Authorized  and  Approved  by  Brig  Commanding  Officer. 

Under  direction  of  Brig  Supervisor. 

Special  Handling  instruction  will  be  completed  by  Programs. 

REQUESTING  OFFICIAL 

a.  NAME  (LAST.  FIRST  Ml.)  b.  SIGNAU/RE 

Garnett,  Steven  A. 

c  DATE  (YY'Y'YMMDO) 
20110120 

ManningB_43762 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMOO) 
20110121 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  ML) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

m.  Wt-  r  ^curre 

NT  STATUS  rt.  *?*i  -ih-SJm 

a  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS  c,  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

DET  POI 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS: 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS: 

NONE 

WO 

UN 

8A 

RK  8.  TRAINING  REPORTS: 

AV:  19  EX: 

AA:  OS: 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20110121:  RECOMMEND  REMOVE  FROM  POI 

V.:  '•  '  :  REC0MME 

NDEDSTATUS«  '  ’  . .  -fi*  -  > 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS  j  c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

DET  j  POI 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  U 
SQ-1  /  A/  192 

INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 

(>,  INMATE  SIGNATORY  ,  ^ 

INMATE  CHOOSES  TO:  /NOT  TO: _ _ APPEAR  BEFORE  BOARD. 

•  !I16I<EP  CgSTppYfACT9R3  ?  Vy 

T T 

ASSAULTIVE  /  NISI  -HIM  IVE  BEHAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARY  PECORE5,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

u 

SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES;  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

n 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFENSE'S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERICUS 

m‘ 

low  tolerance  of  frustra  ion 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  CONDITION 

n 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  :  VJTARY 

□ 

INDICATIONS  ll-tfc  INDIVIDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

n 

INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  PERSONAL 
AC  HONS  PAST  AND  PRESENT 

□ 

COMPARATIVEL  Y  AMORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT.  HOWEVER.  LENGTH  OF 
SENTENCE  SHALL  MOT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  i  DETAINER  FlLEO 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE  UNJUST  OR 

□ 

COMPLETION  OF  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT  PROGRAMS  OR 

GROUPS 

POOR  HOME  CONDJT.ONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

u 

OIHFR: 

a 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  PSYCHOSIS 

a 

OTHER: 

n 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER 

LENGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

OTHER; 

a 

OTHER: 

REMARKS:  SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred  from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the  lack 
of  specialized  mental  health  care.  SND  has  demonstrated  erratic  behavior  as  recently  as  18  January  2011.  SND  has  a  potential  gender 
identity  disorder  and  is  pending  a  706  sanity  board  hearing. 

On  18  January  201 1 ,  SND  had  an  anxiety  attack  and  began  acting  aggressively  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and 
Supervisor. 

:  BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE 

NAME /GRADE /TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

X 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

FULLER,  W.  /  GYSGT  /  SECURITY  CHIEF 

(jDUCur 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

BUCK,  J  /  SSGT/  ADMIN  CHIEF 

'  MANDING  OHQGEflKffiSfJ E W  -  - '  •  -M 

/ 

tkhio 

ftTitnr 

_ 

!  ■ 

.  »-nATF  fYYYYMMm>V 

AVERHART  JR.,  J.T.  /  CW04  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

Sail 

•-  _ anm-:  m  1  _  • 

^  20110121 

,m  app 

10Y.EP«TaTUS  H'f:  ••  -fl  .  'M- 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

I  b.  STATUS  1  c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL  1  d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  * 

7>er  |  t  S(p  I/*/ 

REMARKS:  '  ^  /  A  ^  (  A 

A  ^Vt<I  P. 
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CLASSfflCATJON  AND  AiSfGNME  NTREVIEW 

DATE:  20110225 

INMATE  NAME:  MANNING,  BRADLEY  E.  LAST  4  SSN:^H 

CURRENT  STATUS 

CUSTODY  LEVEL:  MAX  jsTATUS:  DET  [aSSIGNED  DETAIL:  POI  joUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL:  SQ-1  /A  /  192 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92, 128,  134 

PIS£IPI-lNAPY.RiPQBT5 

NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS 

NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS 

UN:  0  A V:  21  EX:  0 

BA:  1  AA:  10  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW 

20110225 

STATUS  TO  fttREVlEvVip 

CUSTGOY  LEVEL:  MA  <  JsTATUS:  DET 

— 

|qUARTERS/ROW/CELL:"’  >  /A  /  192 

INMATE  SELECT* 

U  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  f 

IS5I8NMBVT  !SQ4W> 

INMATE  CKCOH  S  TO:  /  NOT  10 _ APPEAR  BhK 

)RE  BOARD 

INMATE  SIGNATURE''^  j-'  ^ 

ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 

'  CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

THE  OFFENSE  (5)  CHARGED  ARE  NOT  SERIOUS 

LOW  TOI  FRANCE  OF  FRLATRA1  'ON 

A  "H  ARENTLY  STABLE  MEN  TAL  CONO.  I  ‘ON 

IN  TENSIVE  acting  OUT  OR  OISL  KE  OF  THE  MIL'TARY 

INDICATIONS  THAT  THE  INDIV'DUAL  WISHES  TO  KMUHN  TO  DU!  / 

Cc  FARAT1VELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT 

PENDING  OVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

COMPLETION  OF  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  iREATMEN:  PROGRAMS 

A  MtVTAl  cVALUAllON  INDICATING  SiWOUS  N£U*OS»SO*  PSYCHOSIS 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

OTHER:  P,Nt.Pf)  cm  VC-L\)Cus  ^uhETe*!  Cnv-. 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

OTHER:  ,  tP  SLOO'.Al  UW.o.JS 

'  ^ 

LENGTH  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH  SENTENCE 

OTHER: 

OTHER:  Y'Y'  lePM  Of  p££ M,C-  l-SeHAVlog 

REMARKS:  SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  i 
immediate  family.  SND  requested  to  appear  infront  of  the  clas: 
attention,  fhat  were  not  already  voiced  in  his  previous  apperar 
annotated  that  SND's  behavior  and  thought  content  is  normal  a 
segregated  from  general  population  due  toa  treatable  mental 
Malone  stated  that  SND  remains  in  early  full  remission  erf  an  an 
Due  to  the  nature  of  SND's  alleged  charges  and  national  securit 

and  gestures,  SND  does  not  have  strong  family  ties,  and  or  relationships  with 
iiflcation  and  assignment  board,  but  had  no  new  issues  to  bring  to  the  board's 
ices  befor  e  the  board.  SND  was  evaluated  by  Col  Malone  on  201 1022S.  Col  Malone 
md  his  thinking  process  is  clear.  Col  Malone  annotated  that  SND  does  not  need  to  be 
disorder  and  that  SND  would  only  need  routine  examinations  in  the  future.  Col 
ixiety  disorder.  Col  Maloneisalso  tapering  SNDoff  of  his  prescribed  medications 
y  concerns,  SND  is  potentially  facing  a  severe  sentence  to  confinment. 

— ?» — 

FULLER,  W.  /  GYSGT  /  OPS  CHIEF 

it 

pTbocv)  IrtWv  E  McT.cs 

CMV -r,  .  AU\  •s'TA'LuN 

'  i-'W - - 

JORDAN,  R.  1.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

L — "" 

GARNETT,  S.  /  SGT/  ADMIN  CHIEF 

7^" 

BARNES,  D.  V.  /  CW02  /  BRIG  QIC 

1/ 

C(P)l  (-uA.  ' 

CJSTOOY  LEVEL:  jsTATUS: 

ASSIGNED  DETAIL:  |qU  ARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL: 

TVh  / , , w  v  htohd- 3^3  lo  ^  c 
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:  CVASSIFICAT|ON  ArMD,AS5l  Q N M  ENT  REVIEW 


DATE:  20110218 


INMATE  NAME:  MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 


CURRENT  STATUS 


CUSTODY  LEVEL:  N 


ASSIGNED  DETAIL:  POI 


QUARTERS  /  ROW  / CELL:  SQ-1  /A  /  192 


CURRENT  CHARGES:  ART  92,  128,  134 


DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS 


OBSERVATION  REPORTS 

NONE 


PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW 


EX:  0 
OS:  0 


ASSIGNED  DETAIL:  POJ 


CUSTODY  FACTORS 

'^7~R)W£rTUstOdv  fAC^Qfts 

^r-.i^^e/  DISRUPTIVE  behavior 

( y  CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD 

SERIOUS  DRUG  Af,‘JSE 

Cl  USE  h  AMR  Y  U6S /GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

Sr KK M IS  i  ’Vll/MIUIAFY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

THE  OFfCNbE  (S)  CHAP^O  ARE  NOT  StRH  « iS 

X 

LOW  TOLERANCE  Of  FRUSTRATION 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  ...ENTAL  CONDITION 

iN  1 :  MSIVH  ACTING  OUT  OR  DiSlIKE  OP  Tl.r  MILITARY 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINON  .  NT 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

COW«»l(TlON  J'  .;P.  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATOR  TREATMENT  PROGRAMS  OR  GROUPS 

 X 

POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OT  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

OTHER; 

A  MENTAL  (VALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  PSYCHOSIS 

OTHFR: 

1  IISTOnr  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

y 

LENGTH  OR  POTENTIAL  LFNGTH  SENILNCE 

OIHER  Cmh-i  disorders 

REMARKS:  SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gesture: 
specialised  mental  health  care  and  has  a  potential  gender  identity  disorder.  While  confined  in  Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  wl 
was  found  in  his  cell.  On  18  January  2011,  SND  had  an  anxiety  attack  and  began  acting  aggressively  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  C 
and  Supervisor  SND  has  made  a  potential  written  suicide  ideation  which  he  has  claimed  may  have  been  false.  SND  currently  states  that  he  isn 
suicidal  but  has  also  stated  that  his  written  and  verbal  statements  may  have  been  false.  SND  was  evaluated  by  Col  Malone  on  20110218.  Col 
Malone  annotated  that  SNO's  behavior  and  thought  content  is  normal  and  his  thinking  process  is  dear.  Col  Malone  annotated  that  SND  does  nc 
need  to  be  segregated  frorn||nar»^3opulation  due  to  a  treatable  mental  disorder  and  that  SND  would  need  only  routine  further  examination. 
Due  to  the  nature  of  SND's  charges  and  national  security  concerns,  SND  is  potentially  facing  a  severe  sentence  to  confinment 


,  BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE  {  f  '  • 


BLENIS.  C.  M.  /  GVSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 


1  PoS. 


.  /  GVSGT /OPS CHIEF 


JL 


JORDAN,  R.  J  /  SSG/  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 
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CONTINUATION  SHEET 

REPORT  RATE  {YYYYMMDD1 

201 10304 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  I)D  FORM 

Brig  Form  4200.1,  Jan  201  1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Last.  First,  Middle)  4.  SSN 

5M^NUMBEU 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

Counselor  notes  :  SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred 
from  TFCF  Camp  Aritjan  due  to  the  lack  of  specialized  mental  health  care  and  has  a  potential  gender 
identity  disorder.  While  confined  in  Kuwait.  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his 
cell.  On  18  January  2011,  SND  had  an  anxiety  attack  and  began  acting  aggressively  toward  himself  in  the 
presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  made  a  potential  written  suicide  ideation  which  he  has 
claimed  may  have  been  false.  SND  currently  states  that  he  is  not  suicidal  but  has  also  stated  that  his  written 
and  verbal  statements  may  have  been  false. 

MHT1  Notes:  SND  was  evaluated  by  Col  Malone  on  201  10304.  Col  Malone  annotated  that  SND's  risk 
assessment  is  low  and  that  SND  has  been  removed  from  all  medications.  (See  attached  behavioral  health 
evaluation). 

Offense  Notes:  Additional  charges  were  preferred  on  2  March  201  I .  Specifically  SND  was  charged  with 
violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a  maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  On  2  March  201 1,  SND  made  statements  to  the  Brig  Supervi  -i  r  to  the  effect  of  “I’m 
allowed  to  have  my  underwear  which,  with  the  elastic  hand  is  the  most  dangerous  piece  of  clothing''. 
SND’s  comments  have  raised  the  concern  that  SND  may  be  formulating  a  plan  to  potentially  kill  himself. 
On  3  March  2011,  SND  also  made  several  statements  to  the  Brig  OIC  re- iterating  what  lie  has  previously 
stated  to  the  C&A  board.  These  statements  addressed  his  written  and  verbal  comments  of  potentially 
harming  himself  possibly  being  false. 

C&A  Board  Notes:  SND  chose  not  to  appear  before  the  C&A  Board.  The  C&A  Board  did  recommend 
that  SND’s  handling  letter  be  changed  to  State  “SNP/SND  WILL  receive  correspondence  material  as  requested,  to  include 
mail,  legal  papers,  envelopes,  DD510  forms,  and  one  pencil  or  pen.  Correspondence  material  will  be  removed  from  SND's  cell  when  not 

in  use."  The  Brig  Supervisor  concurs  with  the  recommendation  but  will  wait  for  the  Brig  OIC’s  final 
decision. 
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REPORT  OF  BEHAVIORAL  HEALTH  EVALUATION 
CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 


NAME  /Last.  First.  Ml): 


REASON  FOR  BH  EVALUATION 


SUICIDE  WATCH  ^PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 


MENTAL  STATUS  EXAMINATION!  (CHECK  all  that  apply) 


BEHAVIOF:: 


fPERnCTIVE  '  NORMAL 


PASSIVE 


LEVEL  Of  ALERTNESS 
LEVEL  OF  ORIENTATION 
Wioon  AND  AFFECT- 
THINKING  PROCESS 
THOUGHT  CONTENT 
MEMORY:  "  GOOD 

'EXPLAIN  ANY  ABNORMAL  FINDING  IN  REMARKS 


(FULLY  ALERT  0J_. 

FU-LY  ORIENTED  PAR 

UNR  E MARKABLE  FI  AT 

^ClJEAvFI  CONcUSED 

ICRI/iAL  ABNORMAL 


disop.iente:- 

DEPRESSED  L  ABIE  MANIC.  OF'  H 

BIZARRE  LOOSE-''  CONNECTED 

FLLUCINA.TIOW  PAP.A.NOO  IDEATION  D! 

POOF. 


ami::  I 


MEHTA- DISORDER  (c.  RESOLVED  IMPROVING  SIABufc  DETERIORATING  N/A. 

RISK  FOR  3UCIDE/SEIF-HARM IS^  /  LOW  MODERATE  HIGH 

RISK  FOP  VIOLENCE  IS  “ToW  MODERATE  HIGH 

BEHAVIORAL  DISTURBANCE.  _JS  IS  NOT  DUE  TO  A  TREATABLE  MEHTA-  DISORDER  !>■'  J- 

D  FROM  GENERAL  PO°UG*.TIDM  DUE  TO  !•  TREATABLE  MENTAL 


ED;  "JFTHSF  ETAMBNA.'IIOK:  VLIVHIK  2;  HOURS 

OTHER.  ’Set  Remarks) 


REMARKS: 

c>  'C-Ov-'a-  i  it  rt*v,  d)>M-  <*• 

;Afc  ^  £•  L.^i  vv  .  —  r--'J 


DATE 


EVALUATOR: 

'~\>o  \L(\  I 

SIGNATURE  L-tV.  • 


f^:lV  KU 


■-.n.  ;'vi 


ManningB_43769 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20110311 


INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  HIRST  ML) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  j 

CURRENT  STATUS  " 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  !  CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/ 191 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ARTICLE  92, 

04,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS:  NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS:  NONE 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS: 

UN:  0  AV:  23  EX:  0 

BA:  1  AA:  10  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW: 

20110311 

i '  ”  STATUS  TO  BE  REVIEWED- 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /ROW  /CELL  # 

j  SQ-1  /A/191 

INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMC^TBOARD 

INMATE  CHOOSES  TO: _  ___  /  NOT  TO:  __  APPEAR  BEFORE  BOARD. 

INMATE13T^ATURE1  ’ 

:•  HIGHER  CUSTODY  FACTCHS 

n 

ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  C1T  'AVIOR 

n 

;;  FAR  Min 

TARV  RCCORD  ASIDE 

:  FROM 

P  -E3ENT  OFFENSE 

n 

SRR’OUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAX 

i:lvt,gs.  goodiomi 

=  CONDITIONS 

n 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /MUT 

ARV  v-.MINAL  RE: 

URD 

□ 

1 1  it-  OHFE?Ji,L.'L:)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

s 

LOW  TOLERANCE  OF 

•'SI  EAT  ION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MEN  r  1  CONDITION 

□ 

INTENSIVE  A. ‘TINS  OL 

TOR  DISLIKE  OF 

H.  MILITARY 

□ 

INDICATIONS  THr.  NDP.-WAWI 

liHESTi 

O  RE  i  CRN  rc  DUTY 

□ 

ACTIONS  -AST  AND  PI 

k€SENT&S 

E.'  ,  RL:’  7MS1BIUTY  FOR 

PER^CNA 

□ 

COMFApr 

SHA*  L  Nor  SEAN  OV 

JOE  10  CCNOUFMf  NT.  HOWFVEP.  LENGTH  OF 

LH RIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHAP' 

31ES/ DETAINER  Fll 

.EC 

□ 

8  EH  AVIOR 

DURING  A  PREVIOUS  1 

IEMENT 

□ 

serving  A  SENTENCE 

:  WHICH  ThU  INDIV 

HDUAi.  CONSIDERS  ro  BE 

UNJJS1 O 

R 

□ 

COMPL|Tl< 

DN  OF.  OR  ACTIVE  PAf 

1T.CIPA 

TIOM  N.  TREAT  MENT  PROGRAMS  OR 

POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  TAMIL V  RELATIONSHIPS 

u 

other- 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVA'.  LI  AT  IQ 

>N  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  P$YC 

HOSIS 

□ 

OTHER* 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREV'OL 

SESCAPE(S) 

□ 

or  hep 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER. 

H 

LENGTH.  OR  POTENT 

AL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER. 

H 

0TH6R  ?<.u-rA 

□ 

OTHER 

RE 

MARKS: 

-2-7 l<\  Ck.+UcUJI 

■  mm-  : 

BOARD  MEMBER.  J/OJE 

"■'r# 

NAME /GRADE /TITLE 

YES 

NO  i 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

PoX 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

JORDAN,  R.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

T 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

TERRY,  M.  /  SSGT  /  DBS 

X 

/ 

[  1 

COMMANDING  OFFICER.REVIEWi.^tS  ;  , 

..YES 

-/> 

/|)GNyUR^  /*, 

.fX'l  I  DATE  (YYYYM|1DO)s 

BARNES.  D.  V  /  CW02  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

F  20110311 

APP 

TOVED 

STATUS'5^  : 

-v  . .  "X 

a  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
/"A/ 

j  b  STATUS 

Fit— 

1  c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PoX- 

1  d  QUARTERS  /ROW  /CELL# 

1  SO  -  1  /A  7  HI 

REMARKS: 

BRIG  FORM  4200.1,  JAN  2011 


Page  I  of  2 
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©  • 


CONTINUATION  SHEET 

REPORT  DATE  UTJTW//)/); 

20110311 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

j  2.  DD  FORM 

I  Brig  Form  4200. 1 ,  J  an  20 1 1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Lust,  First,  Middle ) 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

!  |  It 

Counselor  notes  :  SND  has  previous  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  SND  was  transferred 
from  TFCF  Camp  Arifjan  due  to  the  lack  of  specialized  mental  health  care  and  has  a  potential  gender 
identity  disorder.  While  confined  in  Kuwait.  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his 
cell.  On  18  January  201 1,  SND  had  an  anxiety  attack  and  began  acting  aggressively  toward  himselfin  the 
presence  of  the  Bng  OIC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  made  a  potential  written  suicide  ideation  which  he  has 
claimed  may  have  been  false.  SND  currently  states  that  he  is  not  suicidal  but  has  also  stated  that  his  written 
and  verbal  statements  may  have  been  false. 

MHU  Notes:  SND  was  e\  alualed  by  Col  Malone  on  201 103 1 1 .  Col  Malone  annotated  that  SND's  anxiety 
disorder  remains  in  remission  and  SND  remains  medication  free.  Col  Malone  notes  that  SND’s  risk 
assessment  remains  low  for  suicide/self  harm  and  he  could  benefit  from  books,  games  and  magazines. 

(See  attached  behavioral  health  evaluation). 

Offense  Notes:  Additional  charges  were  preferred  on  2  March  2011.  Specifically  SND  was  charged  with 
violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a  maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  On  2  March  2011,  SND  made  statements  to  the  Brig  Supervisor  to  the  effect  of  “I’m 
allowed  to  have  my  underwear  which,  with  the  elastic  band  is  the  most  dangerous  piece  of  clothing”.  On  3 
March  201 1,  SND  also  made  several  statements  to  the  Brig  OIC  re-ileraling  what  he  has  previously  staled 
to  the  C&A  board,  in  terms  of  statements  possibly  being  false  regarding  whether  or  not  or  not  he  intends  to 
kill  himself. 

C&A  Board  Notes:  N/A 
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REPO''  OF  BEHAVIORAL  HEALTH  EVA'  JION 
CLA  -alFIC  AT1QN  AND  ASSIGNMENT  L^ARD 


NAME  fLiisi,  Fust  Ml) 

1  SSN.  1  RCN- 

C'-;  1  I 

REASON  FOR  BH  EVALUATION 

SUICIDE  WATCH 

\l  prevention  of  injury  other 

MENTAL  STATUS  EXAMINATION  (CHECK  all  that  apply) 

BEHAVIOR'  HYP! 

i  LEVEL  OF  ALERTNESS. 

1  LEVEL  OF  ORIENT  ATlOR. 

!  WIOOD  AND  AFFECT 
J  THINKING.  PROCESS 
I  'HOUGHT  CONTENT 
j MEMORY. 

-Explain  an 


[ACTIVE  V  NORMAL 
..  FULLY  ALERT 
,  FULLY  OR1E KITES' 
UNREMARKABLE 


VE  AGGRESSIVE  HOC 

DULL  SOMNOLENT 

PARTIAL  OISORIENTET 

FLAT  DEPRESSED 


CLEAF-  CONFUSED  BIZARRE 

NORMAL  ABNORMAL  HALLUCINATION 

GOOD  fair  POOP 

ABNORMAL  FINDING  IN  REMARKS 


LABILE  manic,  of  hypomanil. 

LOOSELY  CONNECTED 
'aRANOID  IDEATION  delusions. 


FINDINGS 


I  MENTAL  DISORD EP  IS 
j  RISK  FOR  SUICIDE/SELF-HARM.  IS 
RiSK  FOR  VIOLENCE  IS 
BEHAVIORAL  DISTURBANCE 
,  INMATE  DOES  ^ 

•  NEEDS  rUr'HEP  ExmMInA"  ' 
OTHER  (Set  Remarks) 


RESOLVED  IMPROVING  STASIS  0: 

v  LOW  MODERATE  HIGH 

U  LOW  MODERATE  HIGH 

IS  IS  NOT  DUE  TO  A  TREATABLE  MENTAL  DISORDER 


EVALUATOR 

SIGNATURE 


ManningB_43772 


CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110318 


CURRENT  STATUS 


. CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 


ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 


d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  « 

SQ-1  /  A/ 191 


CURRENT  CHARGES:  ARTICLE  92,  II 


DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS:  NONE 


OBSERVATION  REPORTS:  NONE 


WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS: 
UN:  0  AV:  23 

BA:  1  AA:  10 


STATUS  TO  BE  REVIEWED 


INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 


INMATE  CHOOSES  TO:  _ 


_  APPEAR  BEFORE  BOARD. 


□ 

ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  RCHAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARV  MCCORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

u 

SERIOUS  DRUG  AMUSE 

□ 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

□ 

SE-R'OUS  O  VIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFCNSEir)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

B 

L OW  1 OL  FRANCE  OF  FRiJSTRAT  ,0  J 

n 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  COND-TION 

□ 

. :  tfJ.ilVH  AC  UNO  On  OH  DISLIKE  OF  -C  VmjTaRY 

□ 

INDICATION  *  ’HE  IND5V  jUAL  WISHES  TO  RETt  HN  T:J  L  u7Y 

□ 

IMDICAHCN  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  IO  At ,f  L  r  bESPONSTjlLITY  FOR  PER  ON.  L 
ACTIONS  PAST  AND  -RcSFNf 

□ 

COMPARA'  •  'FLY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  Cl  Mi-TNEMENT  HOWEVER,  LENGTH  r.F 

SEN  1  FNCE  SHALL  NO  f  8b  AN  OVERRID  NG  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHAHGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

behavior  during  a  previous  confinement 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CQNSIOERS  TO  DE  UNJUST  OR 

SEVERE 

□ 

c:m?l=t-on  >\  or  active  ■  :o'  >,  n  treatment  progravsor 

a 

POOR  HOME  CONDI  HONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

other 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERlC-US  NfcUHUSIS  UH  PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OlHhH 

□ 

HIM'  !HY  OF  PREVIOUS  FSCAPh(S) 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

D  h  MONSTRA  T  El  J  PA1 TFHNOF  POOH  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

QTHhH 

0 

LENGTH.  OR  POTENTIAL  LENG’H,  Op  SENTENCC 

□ 

OTHER- 

0 

other:  Z  w*  jp 

□ 

OTHER 

BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE 


I.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  I  b.  STATUS  I  c  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

MA-<  I  'Per  |  (Mc>»ue- 


P<Lo  *■ 


I  d.  QUARTERS /ROW/ CELL  i 

! 

•me' 


5Mb 'S 

I  -rv*r  SttvC3?  .*mT> 


BFCeiMF  Cerc.u«it>e  b 
pmru*«>Ms  vTvt>-i^>SLS  . 
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CONTINUATION  SHEET 

REPORT  DATE  WYYYMMDD) 

20110318 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  DD  FORM 

Brig  Form  4200.1,  fan  201  1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

Counselor  notes:  SND  has  previously  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  While  confined  in 
Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his  cell.  SND  has  demonstrated 
aggression  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  made  a  potential 
written  suicide  ideation  which  he  has  claimed  may  have  been  false.  SND  currently  slates  that  he  is  not 
suicidal  but  has  also  stated  that  his  written  and  verbal  statements  may  be  false. 

-  SND  made  statements  to  the  Brig  Supervisor  to  the  effect  of  “I’m  allowed  to  have  my  underwear  which, 
v.  ith  the  elastic  band  is  the  most  dangerous  piece  of  clothing”. 

-  SND  has  recently  began  to  isolate  himself,  showing  limited  to  no  interest  in  conversation  with  staff  or 
his  counselor  and  requested  to  have  18  names  removed  from  his  mail  and  visitation  list  including  several 
individuals  who  have  repeatedly  come  to  visit  with  SND. 

Mill)  Notes:  SND  was  evaluated  by  Col  Malone  on  20 1  1 03 1 8.  (See  attached  behavioral  health 
evaluation). 

Offense  Notes:  SND  is  charged  with  violation  of  Article  104  (  aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a 
maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  NONE 

C&A  Board  Notes:  NONE 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
20110325 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

.  CURRENT  STATUS  ; 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 
DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 

SQ-1  /  A/191 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ARTICLE  92,  104,  134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS:  NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS:  (1)  201 1 031 6  (ADVERSE) 

WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS: 

UN:  0  AV:  23  EX:  0 

BA:  1  AA:  11  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW:  20110325 

"^STATUS  TO  BE  REVIEWED  <  • 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 
MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DLT 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 
SQ-1  /  A/ 191 

;  :  INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE 'CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD  '  V 

INMATE  SIGNATURE:  . 

INMATE  CHOOSES  TO: _ /NO!  TO: _ APPEAR  BEFORE  BOARD.  ,ipT  YjuAxi-4  QtL  /t/4\ 

HIGHER  CUSTODY  FACTORS 

LOWER  CUSTOOY  FACTORS 

n 

ASSAULTIVE  /  CISR  JPTIVF.  BEHAVIOR 

J 

CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  CFTCHSU 

1  1 

YIMOUS  08  JG  ABUSE 

] 

CI  O  •£  FAMILY  TIES.  GOOO  HOME  CONDITIONS 

: ! 

SFHlOUS  CIVIL  >  MILITARY  CR'MINAL  RECORD 

1 

•  HE  OFFENSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

& 

I.OV/  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STADLE  MENTAL  CONDITION 

n 

IN  11 -  --1  >  Vh  A- : '  OUT  OH  DI-SI  IKE  Or-  1  HE  MILITARY 

□ 

INI  i\r\  »■  ONS  THI  INI  •IVIOIJAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  C  UT  Y 

□ 

1T0ICA  i  ION  O-  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONS1BIU )  .  :  OR  f  UiSONAL 

□ 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENUiNCE  TO  CONFJN  l-MENT,  i  !•  'WEVHH.  i  tN.ilh  Or 
oCNTENCE  SHALL  NCT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

FENDING  C’VIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INOIVIOUAI  CONSIDERS  TO  BE  UNJUST  OR 

□ 

Stopp|T'0N  °F'  OR  AGTIVE  PAHTICIPA"0N  !N'  '  PFA1MKJr  PWM1HAMS 

b 

POOR  HOME  CONCH  IONS  OR  FAMIY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INUICAIING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  PSYCHOSIS 

□ 

OTHEH 

□ 

HIS  TORY  OF  PREVIOUS  HSCAPE(S) 

□ 

OTHER 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PAT  TERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER: 

a 

LCNGTH,  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH  OF  SCNTCNCE 

□ 

OTHER. 

a 

OTHER:  5^  ^ 

□ 

OTHER: 

REI 

MARKS: 

See.  ^Pf^c-U-tA  9^**^ 

~  BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE  1  ► 

NAME  /  GRADE  /  TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

;* 

<Iul  .  A  foX 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

FULLER,  W.  /  GYSGT/  OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

i 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

JORDAN,  R.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

— r 

/ 

, 

C  <t 

COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW 

YES/ 

NO 

\»v  /  si/Matujie/ 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

BARNES,  D.  V.  /  CWQ2  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

V 

20110325 

a  CUSTODY  LEVEL  '  b.  STATUS  1  c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL  "  d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 

//'Ax'  |  Mr  I  ?.  O.  T  ■  1  sc?-  \/A/  M  1 

REMARKS: 

irof^r 
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CONTINUATION  SHEET 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYY\t\fPO) 

20110325 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  DD  FORM 

Biig  Form  4200.1.  Jar 

i  201 1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Last,  First.  Middle) 

4.  SSN 

S.  ID  NUMBER 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

Counselor  notes:  SND  has  continued  to  show  little  interest  in  discussion  and  aside  from  201 10322 
during  his  weekly  interview,  he  has  appeared  more  somber  than  usual. 

MHU  Notes:  SND  was  not  evaluated  on  201 10325  due  to  temporary  absence. 


Offense  Notes:  SND  is  charged  with  violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a 
maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  SND  has  previously  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  While  confined  in 
Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his  cell.  SNP,ha§.dempnstrated 
aggression  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  made  a  poterfl 
written  suicide  ideation  which  he  has  claimed  may  have  been  false.  .SND  currently  stales  tfiatlie  is 
suicidal  but  has  also  slated  that  his  written  and  verbal  statements  may  be  false. 


)b 


-  SND  made  statements  to  the  Brig  Supervisor  to  the  effect  of  “I’m  allowed  to  have  tnv  underwear  which, 
with  the  elastic  band  is  the  most  dangerous  piece  of  clothing”. 

-  SND  has  recently  began  to  isolate  himself,  showing  limited  to  no  interest  in  conversation  with  staffer 
his  counselor  and  requested  to  have  18  names  removed  froip  his  mail  and  visitation  list,  including  several 
individuals  who  have  repeatedly  come  to  visit  with ^ J 

C&A  Board  Notes:  SND  was  not  able  to  request  to  appear  before  the  C&A  Board  due  to  temporary 
absence. 
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CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  REVIEW 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

20110401 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml.) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

CURRE 

NT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  b.  STATUS  c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL  ! n)  15  if 

MAX  DET  PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

Ud.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  tt 

SQ-1  /  A/191 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ARTICLE  92,  104,  134 


DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS:  NONE 


OBSERVATION  REPORTS:  (1)  20110316  (ADVERSE) 


WORK  &  TRAINING  REPORTS: 
UN:  0  AV:  24 

BA:  1  AA:  11 


PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW:  201 1 0401 


_  STATUS  TO  BE  REVIEWED  _ _ _ 

:.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL  ffiD  /  $  T/tfr 'ifvC'  &ARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  #1 

PREVENTION  OF  INJURY  SQ-1  /  A  / 1 91 


INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 


INMATE  CHOOSES  TO:__ 


O:  £*£^1  APPEAR  BEFORE  B 


NMATE  SIGNATURE? 


Jim 


□  ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 


tY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 


CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES,  GCOO  HOME  CONDITIONS 


SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 


THE  OFFENSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 


LOW  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 


APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  CONOITIGN 


INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  MILITARY 


INDICATIONS  THE  INDIVIDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TC 


PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  OETAINER  F II 


A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 


:=  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TC 


>R  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATE '  IN,  TREATMENT  PROGRAMS  OR 


POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 


\  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  PSYCHOSIS 


HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 


DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 


LENGTH.  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 


OTHER  GflO UOi~U  SW 


H Vb  fttrW  (aU'V-'OcO  “oitul  VAFF 


BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE 


NAME /GRADE /TITLE 


YES  NO  REMARKS 


SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

FULLER,  W  /  GYSGT  /  OPERATIONS  CHIEF 


BOARD  MEMBER  2 

JORDAN,  R.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 


C  oaC^nC 


COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW 


¥ 


DATE  (YYYYMMOO) 


BARNES,  D.  V  /  CW02  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 


APPROVED  STATUS 
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CONTINUATION  SHEET 

R  EPORT  D ATE  (  YYYYMMDD) 

20110401 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  DD  FORM 

Brig  Form  4200.1,  Jan  201 1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

Counselor  notes:  SND  has  remains  with  drawn,  and  continues  to  not  engage  in  discussion.  SND  has 
recently  been  counseled  about  his  attitude  and  conduct  towards  staff 


MHU  Notes:  SND  was  reviewed  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  1 10401.  (See  attached  behavioral  health 
evaluation). 

Offense  Notes:  SND  is  charged  with  violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a 
maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  SN'D  has  previously  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  While  confined  in 
Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his  cell.  SND  has  demonstrated 
aggression  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  CMC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  previously  made 
statements,  that  raise  concern  over  his  potential  for  self  harm.  SND  has  not  given  definite  answers  and  that 
his  statements  may  or  not  be  false 

-  SND  continues  to  isolate  himself,  showing  limited  to  no  interest  in  conversation  with  staff  or  his 
counselor  and  requested  to  have  18  names  removed  from  his  mail  and  visitation  list,  including  several 
individuals  who  have  repeatedly  come  to  visit  with  SND. 

C&A  Board  Notes: 
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REPORT  OF  BEHAVIORAL  HEALTH  EVALUATION 

CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  BOARD 

|  RCN. 
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EVALUATION 
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CLASSIFICAItON  and  assignment  review 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYY/M 

20110408 

INMATE  NAME  (LAST,  FIRST  Ml  ) 

MANNING,  BRADLEY  E. 

SSN 

RCN  ^ 

CURRE 

NT  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SEGREGATION 
PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  # 
SQ-1  /  A/191 

CURRENT  CHARGES:  ARTICLE  92,  104, 134 

DISCIPLINARY  REPORTS:  NONE 

OBSERVATION  REPORTS:  (1)  201 10316  (ADVERSE) 

WORK  A  TRAINING  REPORTS: 

UN:  0  AV:  2S  EX:  0 

BA:  1  AA:  11  OS:  0 

PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW:  20 1 1 0408 

STATUS  TC 

>  BE  REVIEWED 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

MAX 

b.  STATUS 

DET 

c.  ASSIGNED  DETAIL 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SEGREGATION 
PREVENTION  OF  INJURY 

d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  4 
SQ-1  /  A/ 191 

INMATE  SELECTION  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  SOA^D 

y[  INMATE  SIGNATU^E^  - 

INMATE  CHOOSES  TO:  /  NOT  TO:  »L  APPEAR  BEFORE  BOARD.  -  J 

WOHER  CUSTOBV  FACTORS 

n 

ASSAULTIVE  /  DISRUPTIVE  BEHAVIOR 

□ 

CLEAR  MILITARY  RECORD,  ASIDE  FROM  PRESENT  OFFENSE 

n 

SERIOUS  DRUG  ABUSE 

~TT 

CLOSE  FAMILY  TIES,  GOOD  HOME  CONDITIONS 

n 

SERIOUS  CIVIL  /  MILITARY  CRIMINAL  RECORD 

□ 

THE  OFFEMSE(S)  CHARGED  IS  NOT  SERIOUS 

p 

LOW  TOLERANCE  OF  FRUSTRATION 

□ 

APPARENTLY  STABLE  MENTAL  CONDITION 

□ 

INTENSIVE  ACTING  OUT  OR  DISLIKE  OF  THE  MILITARY 

□ 

INDICATIONS  THE  INDIVIDUAL  WISHES  TO  RETURN  TO  DUTY 

□ 

INDICATION  OF  UNWILLINGNESS  TO  ACCEPT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  PERSONAL 
ACTIONS  PAST  AND  PRESENT 

□ 

COMPARATIVELY  SHORT  SENTENCE  TO  CONFINEMENT,  HOWEVER.  LENGTH  OF 
SENTENCE  SHALL  NOT  BE  AN  OVERRIDING  FACTOR 

□ 

PENDING  CIVIL  CHARGES  /  DETAINER  FILED 

□ 

BEHAVIOR  DURING  A  PREVIOUS  CONFINEMENT 

□ 

SERVING  A  SENTENCE  WHICH  THE  INDIVIDUAL  CONSIDERS  TO  BE  UNJUST  OR 
SEVERE 

□ 

COMPLETION  OF,  OR  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN,  TREATMENT  PROGRAMS  OR 

GROUPS 

POOR  HOME  CONDITIONS  OR  FAMILY  RELATIONSHIPS 

□ 

OTHER. 

□ 

A  MENTAL  EVALUATION  INDICATING  SERIOUS  NEUROSIS  OR  PSYCHOSIS 

d 

OTHER 

□ 

HISTORY  OF  PREVIOUS  ESCAPE(S) 

□ 

OTHER: 

□ 

DEMONSTRATED  PATTERN  OF  POOR  JUDGEMENT 

□ 

OTHER. 

n 

LENGTH.  OR  POTENTIAL  LENGTH,  OF  SENTENCE 

□ 

OTHER: 

@> 

OTHER:  (Jc'-HA  w/rfk  5 

□ 

OTHER 

RE 

MARKS: 

BOARD  MEMBER  VOTE 

NAME  /GRADE  /TITLE 

YES 

NO 

REMARKS 

SIGNATURE 

SENIOR  BOARD  MEMBER 

BLENIS,  C.  /  GYSGT  /  PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

X 

BOARD  MEMBER  2 

FULLER.  W.  /  GYSGT  f  OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

BOARD  MEMBER  3 

JORDAN,  R.  /  SSG  /  SENIOR  COUNSELOR 

CsCxc'C<^£' 

COMMANDING  OFFICER  REVIEW 

YES 

NO 

SIGNATURE  / 

DATE(YYYYMMDD) 

BARNES,  D.  V.  /  CW02  /  COMMANDING  OFFICER 

201KX08 

AP« 

lOVEO  STATUS 

a.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  1  b.  STATUS 

m  ax  r 

rmw  pox 

1  d.  QUARTERS  /  ROW  /  CELL  4 

1  SQ-/M/  191 

REMARKS: 

?i>  I 


ManningB_42825 


0 

CONTINUATION  SHEET 

!  REPORT  DATE  O  lTlMAfOO) 

201 10408 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  DD  FORM 

Brig  Form  4200.1,  Jan  2011 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  (Last,  First.  Middle) 

4.  SSN 

1  5.  ID  NUMBER 

Manning.  Bradley  E. 

{■ 

Counselor  notes:  SND  remains  withdrawn,  and  continues  to  not  engage  in  discussion.  SND  avoids  any 
unnecessary  interaction  with  staff  and  no  longer  attempts  to  maintain  eye  contact. 


MHU  Notes:  SND  was  reviewed  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  1 10408.  (See  attached  behavioral  health 
evaluation). 

Offense  Notes:  SND  is  charged  with  violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a 
maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  SND  has  previously  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  While  confined  in 
Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his  cell.  SND  has  demonstrated 
aggression  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  Brig  OIC  and  Supervisor.  SND  has  previously  made 
statements  that  raise  concern  over  his  potential  for  self  harm.  SND  has  not  given  definite  answers  and  that 
his  statements  may  or  not  be  false. 

-  SND  continues  to  isolate  himself,  show  ing  limited  to  no  interest  in  conversation  with  staff  or  his 
counselor. 

-  SND  requested  to  have  18  names  removed  from  his  mail  and  visitation  list,  including  several  individuals 
who  have  repeatedly  come  to  visit  with  SND. 

C&A  Board  Notes:  SND  chose  not  to  appear  before  the  C&A  board  although  he  was  afforded  the 
opportunity. 
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1  REPORT  DATE0)>TMiWDD; 

I  201 10415  ! 

I 

1.  TITLE  OF  FORM 

Classification  and  Assignment  Review 

2.  DD  FORM  | 

Brig  Form  4200.1 ,  Jan  201 1 

3.  INMATE’S  NAME  f Last,  First,  Middle) 

Manning,  Bradley  E. 

5MDNUMUER 

Counselor  notes:  SND  was  more  open  to  discussion  this  week  and  appeared  to  be  in  a  good  mood. 
SND’s  demeanor  was  calm  and  relaxed  and  he  seemed  very  comfortable  when  speaking. 


-  Although  SND’s  handling  letter  was  modified  on  1 1041 1  to  allow  him  to  have  note  taking  gear  while 
reading  during  the  day,  SND  has  not  taken  advantage  of  this  new  modification.  SND  did  express  his  desire 
to  take  notes  while  reading  in  his  cell. 

MHU  Notes:  SND  was  reviewed  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  1 10415.  (Sec  attached  behavioral  health 
evaluation).  SND  was  also  seen  by  Dr  Yeaw,  a  behavioral  health  specialist,  on  1 10412. 

Offense  Notes:  SND  is  charged  with  violation  of  Article  104  (aiding  the  enemy)  which  carries  a 
maximum  punishment  of  death. 

Additional  notes:  SND  has  previously  demonstrated  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures.  While  confined  in 
Kuwait,  SND  made  a  noose  out  of  a  bed  sheet  which  was  found  in  his  cell.  SND  has  demonstrated 
aggression  toward  himself  in  the  presence  of  the  previous  Brig  OIC.  SND  has  previously  made  statements 
that  raise  concern  over  his  potential  for  self  harm.  SND  currently  states  that  he  is  not  suicidal,  hut  SNI)  has 
also  stated  that  his  statements  may  be  false. 

-  SND  received  two  personal  visitors  this  past  weekend.  SND  has  made  no  personal  phone  calls  or  sent 
any  letters  since  his  last  review.  SND  did  not  receive  any  personal  letters  during  the  past  week. 

-  SND  requested  to  have  18  names  removed  from  his  mail  and  visitation  list,  including  several  individuals 
who  have  repeatedly  come  to  visit  with  SND. 

-  Aside  from  speaking  with  his  counselor,  SND  remains  reclusive  towards  Brig  staff. 


C&A  Board  Notes:  Although  afforded  the  opportunity,  SND  chose  not  to  appear  before  the  C&A  Board. 
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Question 
detainer  e 


Question  I 
concerniii; 


*  M  H  l>  s  i  \  I  I  s  \  K  M  \  t  (H  HI  <)}.  <  himjn  V1  MM*f  u  N 


lai 


Devon  make 
>  placed  in  either 


a  reeomniemtai.on  m  (In  Qiiuiuku  Brio  com  <.n>i»o 
''tneide  Risk  or  i‘i e  v emion  ot  Injurs  Mains  ’ 


lu  the 


•  in  ' our  e\ perie nee.  does  llu  Quantico  Brij*  toll  ) 
Suicide  Risk  m  Hresrntion  ol  Injur.  Status' 


sour 


sHiimriienilaitims 


C  Q 


1 .  So.  I  hey  generally  keep  paliems  on  precautions  longer  than  i  recommend. 

Question  ('.  Have  von  made  recommendations  concerning  PFC  Bradley  Manning's  custody 

and  classification  status?  If  so.  what  were  your  recommendations? 

!  'i  cs.  Please  note  that  this  is  from  recollection  as  l  do  not  have  access  to  my  notes.  I  am  currently 
at  Camp  Leatherneck  in  Afghanistan.  I  initially  recommended  observing  PFC  Manning  on 
suicide  precautions  for  the  first  couple  weeks  after  his  arrival.  Mil  because  oi  his  suicidal 
behavior  tn  Kuwait  and  because  his  medical  record  from  Kuwait  included  a  quote  or  paraphrase 
from  PFC  Manning  to  the  effect  that  he  could  lv  very  patient  when  it  comes  to  suicide 

2.  After  a  couple  weeks,  it  seemed  reasonable  to  dow  ngrade  lus  precaution  level  to  Prevention  of 
Injury  C  1*01 1  status.  Knowing  that  the  Brig  was  very  concerned  about  ho  safety,  and.  hecausc 
thete  had  been  a  suicide  in  the  Brig  earlier  that  year,  i  obtained  the  stem  ices .»!  another  forensic 
psychiatrist  ((  ol.  Rick  Malone)  to  be  a  consultant  second  opinion  He  evaluated  the  patient  and 
concurred  that  ft  >1  was  appropriate.  The  Brig,  as  I  best  recall,  waited  a  couple  weeks  to  put  this 
recommendation  into  effect 

Subsequently.  I  recommciukd  that  he  be  removed  horn  1*01  as  he  continued  to  do  relutivelv 
well  in  the  Brig  (occasional  mild,  odd  behav  lors  such  as  dancing  around  v\  ere  noted  in  the  log  as 
well  as  possible  sleep  walking).  Col.  Malone  concurred.  These  recommendations  were  not 
followed. 

4.  in  the  fall  (l  am  uncertain  of  the  date);  PFC  Manning  becnim  nutated  itter  an  odd  meident  v\  th 
staff  As  best  as  I  could  tell  liom  discussing  the  matter  w  ith  Manning  and  with  'tall,  he  had  been 
pet  funning  some  kind  of  yoga  move  in  which  lie  contorted  his  limbs  m  such  a  w  a\  that  stall 
thought  he  was  trying  to  hurt  himself  nicy  intervened  and  ict  timed  him  to  his  cell  He  was  very 


Q 
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M.'cuuanj  because  lie  cv.is  '-<■  upset.  \ 


Question  I),  Have  sour  recommendations  Ih  cm  followed  1  >  s  tin  Quuiltivo  liriji?  If  not.  have 
>ou  been  "Ken  am  reason  for  the  Qnantico  Brio "s  decision  not  to  follow  vnnr 
tTcomniencSatiojis.* 


Question  l\.  With  respect  to  I’M  Hradkv  Mauniii”.  is  heint!  held  under  Nlasimurn  i  minds 


o 
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and  either  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injun  Status  since  31  July  2018  detrimental  to  his 
mental  or  physical  health?  NVhy  or  why  not? 

i .  1  believe  that  tat  the  time  I  last  saw  him)  Suicide  precautions  and  POI  were  excessiv  e  and  were 
making  Manning  unnecessarily  anxious  This  could  be  detrimental  to  his  mental  health.  1  was 
concerned  about  his  physical  health  until  they  started  to  give  him  more  time  to  exercise.  Since 
Vlax  status  is  not  a  psychiatric  classification.  I  did  not  make  a  recommendation  regarding  it 
except  to  say  that  it  easilv  tas  a  secondary  effect  of  checking  on  him  every  1 5  minutes  )mct  his 
psychiatric  safety  needs  at  the  time 

Question  I .  \\  ith  respect  to  PKC  Bradley  Manning,  have  you  seen  or  documented  anv 
behavior  to  suggest  that  he  is  a  risk  to  harm  others  or  himself,  a  disruptive  detainee,  or 
otherwise  noncompiinnf  with  Quantico  Brig  rules  ami  procedures? 

I  Not  since  I  met  him.  tiiven  the  report  from  Kuwait  I  had  expected  more  ditiicuhy 

Question  G.  Without  violating  any  patient-client  confidentiality,  can  you  address  the  events  of 
IK  .Ianuarv  201 1  and  2  March  2011  which  the  Quantico  Brig  has  used  to  further  restrict  PK 
Bradley  Manning's  confinement  conditions? 

I .  It  I  remember  the  I  .V1'  correct  I  v.  there  had  been  some  kind  of  disagreement  between  Mantling 
and  the  start  and  1  was  called  urgently  to  come  over  at  the  end  ot  the  work  day  m  order  to  sec 
Manning.  I  remember  being  a  bn  aniuncd  because  I  had  to  report  t<>  I  etenne  m  less  than  48 
hours,  i  came  over  and  it  appeared  that  the  staff  was  gearing  up  (and  slitting  up)  tor  a  cell 
extraction.  I  was  able  io  defuse  the  situation,  but  frankly  cannot  remember  what  the  disturbance 
was  about  |  remember  it  did  not  seem  to  be  am  thing  terribly  serious,  but  my  rncmorv  fails 
otherwise.  I  \Pf  Mooiv joined  me  hallway  through  this  e:\pcncncc  and  may  have  a  better 


c 


recollection.  By  2  March.  1  was  in  Afghanistan 


Very  Respectfully. 

Q-J  liL 


William  .1.  Hooter.  Jr ,  MD 
(  API.  M(  .  (  S\ 

\pril  2oi  l 
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UNITED  STATES  ARMY  COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEALS 

Before 


Appellate  Military  Judges 


Private  First  Class  (E-3),  ) 

BRADLEY  EDWARD  MANNING  ) 

United  States  Army,  Petitioner  ) 

) 

v.  ) 

)  AFFIDAVIT 

)  (Supplemental) 

UNITED  STATES,  Respondent 

United  States  Army,  Appellant  ) 


) 

I,  William  J.  Hooter,  Jr.,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  certify  and  swear 
that  the  following  is  true: 

I  am  an  active  duty  member  of  the  United  States  Navy.  I  have  over  19 
years  of  experience  as  a  forensic  psychiatrist.  My  current  duty 
position  is  OIC,  Combat  Stress  Clinic,  Camp  Leatherneck,  Helmand 
Province,  Afghanistan.  My  usual  job  is  as  Senior  Medical  Officer  for  the 
Behavioral  Health  Clinic  at  MCB  Quantico.  One  of  my  collateral  duties 
is  to  provide  onsite  mental  health  care  to  Brig  detainees  on  the  base. 

In  my  duty  position,  I  am  responsible  for  providing  psychiatric  care  to 
all  active  duty  personnel  on  the  base  who  require  it.  I  also  provide 
limited  forensic  services  as  time  permits.  These  responses  are 
supplemental  to  my  affidavit  of  7  April  2011  resulting  from  a  request 
for  clarification  and  amplification  of  certain  points  from  defense 


counsel . 
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Question  A.  Do  you  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Quantico  Brig 
concerning  whether  a  detainee  is  placed  in  either  Suicide  Risk  or 
Prevention  of  Injury  Status? 


Question  B.  In  your  experience,  does  the  Quantico  Brig  follow  your 
recommendations  concerning  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injury  Status 


Question  C.  Have  you  made  recommendations  concerning  PFC  Bradley 
Manning's  custody  and  classification  status?  If  so,  what  were  your 
recommendations? 


Question  D.  Have  your  recommendations  been  followed  by  the  Quantico 
Brig?  If  not,  have  you  been  given  any  reason  for  the  Quantico  Brig's 
decision  not  to  follow  your  recommendations? 


0 
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safety.  The  Security  Battalion  Commander  intimated  that  he  was 
receiving  instructions  from  a  higher  authority  on  the  matter  but  dia 
not  say  from  when.  I  know  that  the  higher  Ease  authorities  nad  a 
frequent  (sometimes  weekly,  meeting  c*  discuss  Manning,,  rcr  which  : 
supplied  my  CO  with  a  status  report -nothing  that  Manning  had  told  me, 
mind  you,  but.  his  condition  and  my  recommendations,  par  t.  jew  Las  '  y  to 
remove  precautions  T  fe  t  were  unnecessary.  I  did  not  att  nd  these 
meetings,  mainly  to  protect  Manning’s  confidentiality  aga.nst 
inadvertent  slips.  On.  one  occasion,  concern  was  e layed  *o  me  about 
the  eda  botna'-ioi's  seen  in  the  cell  mentioned  in  my  previous  affidavit. 
1  rep 3i t  tha  T  was  not  worried  about  the  sleep  walking  and  the 

da.-.c  r.g. 

*  re.  a* I  i  meeting  v.*'h  th-'  Bss*  Command*8!'  Co-lone'  'hoike'  . 
t'”  .  i  vi.  was  wj  *  h  th  •  .-Jecur  1  y  PN  CO,  whose  r.-i  ne  1  JU  not 

•»i  d  .-•  :  -eivea  iustrucuions  £ i oik  highe  au  h  ritw 


Question  E.  With  respect  to  PFC  Bradley  Manning,  is  being  held  under 
Maximum  Custody  and  either  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injury  Status 
since  31  July  2010  detrimental  to  his  mental  or  physical  health?  Why  or 
why  not? 


Question  F.  With  respect  to  PFC  Bradley  Manning,  have  you  seen  or 
documented  any  behavior  to  suggest  that  he  is  a  risk  to  harm  others  or 
himself,  a  disruptive  detainee,  or  otherwise  noncompliant  with  Quantico 
Brig  rules  and  procedures? 
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Question  G.  Without  violating  any  patient-client  confidentiality,  can 
you  address  the  events  of  18  January  2011  and  2  March  2011  which  the 
Quantico  Brig  has  used  to  further  restrict  PFC  Bradley  Manning's 
confinement  conditions? 


Very  Respectfully, 


William  J.  Hooter,  Jr.,  MD 
CAPT,  MC,  USN 
14  April  2011 
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UNITED  STATES  ARMY  COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEALS 

Before 


Appellate  Military  Judges 


Private  First  Class  (E-3),  ) 

BRADLEY  EDWARD  MANNING  ) 

United  States  Army,  Petitioner  ) 

) 

v.  ) 

)  AFFIDAVIT 

) 

UNITED  STATES,  Respondent  ) 

United  States  Army,  Appellant  ) 

) 

ARMY _  ) 

) 


I,  COL  Ricky  Malone,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  certify  and  swear  that  the  following  is  true: 

I  am  an  active  duty  member  of  the  United  States  Army.  I  have  over  ten  years  of  experience  as  a 
forensic  psychiatrist.  My  current  duty  position  is  Chief,  Walter  Reed  Forensic  Psychiatry  Service, 
and  I  am  the  Forensic  Psychiatry  Consultant  to  the  U.S.  Army  Surgeon  General.  In  my  duty 
position,  I  am  responsible  for  overseeing  the  professional  services  and  training  activities  for  eight 
forensic  psychiatrists  and  psychologists. 

Question  A.  Do  you  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Quantico  Brig  concerning  whether  a 
detainee  is  placed  in  either  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injury  Status? 

1 .  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Brig  staff  is  authorized  to  initiate  a  Suicide  Watch,  but  it  requires 

concurrence  by  the  psychiatrist  to  maintain  it.  Prevention  of  Injury,  however,  is  treated  as  a 

custodial  status  to  be  determined  by  the  Brig  and  I  do  not  make  a  recommendation  on  the  ultimate 


issue.  I  conduct  a  behavioral  risk  assessment  to  estimate  the  risk  of  harm  to  self  or  others  (low, 
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moderate,  or  high),  based  on  static  risk  factors,  modifiable  risk  factors,  and  protective  factors,  and 
provide  that  input  to  the  Brig. 


Question  B.  In  your  experience,  does  the  Quantico  Brig  follow  your  recommendations 
concerning  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injury  Status? 

1 .  They  institute  more  precautions  than  I  would  from  a  psychiatric  perspective.  Were  he  not  in 
custody,  at  this  point  he  would  be  appropriate  for  routine  outpatient  care. 

Question  C.  Have  you  made  recommendations  concerning  PFC  Bradley  Manning’s  custody 
and  classification  status?  If  so,  what  were  your  recommendations? 

1 .  No.  I  have  stated  that  there  is  no  psychiatric  reason  for  him  to  be  segregated  from  the  general 
population,  realizing  that  would  only  be  one  consideration. 


Question  D.  Have  your  recommendations  been  followed  by  the  Quantico  Brig?  If  not,  have 
you  been  given  any  reason  for  the  Quantico  Brig’s  decision  not  to  follow  your 
recommendations? 

1 .  They  have  expressed  concerns  about  his  demeanor  when  no  medical  personnel  are  there, 
describing  him  as  more  withdrawn  and  reading  less. 


Question  E.  With  respect  to  PFC  Bradley  Manning,  is  being  held  under  Maximum  Custody 
and  either  Suicide  Risk  or  Prevention  of  Injury  Status  since  31  July  2010  detrimental  to  his 
mental  or  physical  health?  Why  or  why  not? 

1 .  It  has  long  been  known  that  restriction  of  environmental  and  social  stimulation  has  a  negative 
effect  on  mental  functioning.  Nevertheless,  PFC  Manning  has  been  able  to  adapt  somewhat  and  his 
anxiety  disorder  is  currently  in  remission,  significantly  reducing  his  risk  of  self  harm. 


Question  F.  With  respect  to  PFC  Bradley  Manning,  have  you  seen  or  documented  any 
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behavior  to  suggest  that  he  is  a  risk  to  harm  others  or  himself,  a  disruptive  detainee,  or 
otherwise  noncompliant  with  Quantico  Brig  rules  and  procedures? 

1 .  When  I  first  saw  him  in  August  2010 1  considered  him  to  be  at  moderate  to  high  risk  of  self  harm. 
However,  that  has  changed  over  the  months  and  I  have  not  had  any  further  concerns.  I  have  never 
heard  of  him  being  disruptive,  but  he  does  occasionally  make  provocative  comments  to  the  staff  as 
part  of  his  intellectualization  (e.g.,  2  March  2011). 

Question  G.  Without  violating  any  patient-client  confidentiality,  can  you  address  the  events  of 
18  January  2011  and  2  March  2011  which  the  Quantico  Brig  has  used  to  further  restrict  PFC 
Bradley  Manning’s  confinement  conditions? 

1 .  On  2  March  201 1  PFC  Manning  made  a  comment  (out  of  frustration  when  he  described  it  to 
me),  basically  ridiculing  the  POI  precautions  because  if  he  really  wanted  to  kill  himself  he  could  use 
his  flip-flops  or  underwear  waistband.  The  Brig  staff  took  this  as  evidence  that  he  was  at  least 
thinking  about  it  and  removed  them. 


RICKY  D.  MALONE,  MD,  MPH 
COL,  MC,  SFS 

Chief,  Forensic  Psychiatry  Service 
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MEMORANDUM 


05  Jan  11 


From:  David  E.  Coombs 

To:  CW04  James  Averhart 

Via:  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  Office  of  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  US 

Army  Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  Lesley  J.  McNair 

Subj :  CONFINEMENT  CONDITIONS  OF  PFC  BRADLEY  MANNING 

Ref:  (a)  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C 

1.  This  memorandum  is  written  to  request  that  you  remove  PFC  Bradley 
Manning  from  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  watch  and  reduce  his 
classification  level  from  Maximum  (MAX)  to  at  least  Medium  Custody  In 
(MDI ) . 

2.  A  servicemember  is  entitled,  both  by  statute  and  the  Eighth 
Amendment,  to  protection  against  cruel  and  unusual  punishment.  See 
United  States  v.  Matthews,  16  M.J.  354,  368  (CMA  1983);  Article  55, 
Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (UCMJ) ,  10  U.S.C.  §  855.  As  such. 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  Instruction  (SECNAVINST)  1649. 9C  details  the 
proper  procedures  and  safeguards  for  proper  classification  of  inmates, 
evaluation  of  inmates  and  the  limited  use  of  special  quarters.  In  the 
current  case,  PFC  Manning  does  not  fit  in  any  of  the  criteria  for 
pretrial  maximum-custody  confinement  as  set  forth  in  PP  4202,  4205, 

of  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C  (Jan.  3,  2006). 

3.  PFC  Manning  arrived  at  the  Quantico  Brig  on  29  July  2010.  He  was 
placed  in  MAX  and  under  suicide  watch.  On  6  August  2010,  Capt .  William 
Hocter,  the  forensic  psychiatrist  for  the  Brig,  recommended  that  PFC 
Manning  be  moved  from  suicide  watch  to  POI.  Over  the  course  Of  the 
following  weeks,  Capt.  Hocter  met  with  PFC  Manning  on  a  frequent  basis. 
PFC  Manning  responded  favorably  to  the  treatment  of  Capt.  Hocter.  Due 
to  PFC  Manning's  improvement,  on  27  August  2010,  Capt.  Hocter 
recommended  that  PFC  Manning  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch  and  that  his 
confinement  classification  be  changed  from  MAX  to  MDI. 

4.  Over  the  course  of  the  following  three  months,  Capt.  Hocter 
consistently  recommended  PFC  Manning  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch,  and 
that  his  confinement  classification  be  reduced  from  MAX  to  MDI.  The 
only  exception  to  this  was  on  10  December  2010  when  he  recommended  that 
PFC  Manning  remain  under  POI  watch  for  one  week.  The  following  week, 
Capt.  Hocter  once  again  recommended  that  PFC  Manning  be  removed  from 
POI  watch.  Despite  Capt.  Hocter' s  consistent  recommendations,  PFC 
Manning  has  remained  on  POI  watch  and  in  MAX  custody. 

5.  Capt.  Hooter's  recommendation  comes  as  no  surprise  given  the  fact 
PFC  Manning  has  been  a  model  inmate.  At  no  time  has  he  been 
disrespectful,  violent  or  noncompliant .  PFC  Manning  does  not  exhibit 
any  of  the  criteria  normally  established  for  MAX  custody  under  the  Navy 
Instruction.  Given  the  consistent  recommendation  of  Capt.  Hocter  and 
PFC  Manning's  model  behavior,  it  is  unclear  why  he  is  still  held  in  MAX 
custody  and  under  POI  watch. 


o 


o 


Subj :  CONFINEMENT  CONDITIONS  OF  PFC  BRADLEY  MANNING 

6.  Under  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C,  1201  "discipline  is  to  be  administered  on 
a  corrective  rather  than  a  punitive  basis."  Additionally  SECNAVINST 
1649. 9C,  7202. 2. i  states  "no  persons,  while  being  held  for  trial  may  be 
subjected  to  punishment  or  penalty  other  than  arrest  or  confinement, 
nor  shall  the  arrest  or  confinement  imposed  upon  them  be  any  more 
rigorous  than  the  circumstances  require."  PFC  Manning's  confinement 
classification  and  his  POI  watch  are  in  contravention  of  this  mandate. 

7.  In  order  to  ensure  a  servicemember  is  not  arbitrarily  maintained  in 
solitary  confinement  for  prolonged  periods  of  time,  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C, 
4204  requires  a  Classification  and  Assignment  (C&A)  board  to  establish 
an  individual  inmate's  custody  classification  using  "objective 
classification/reclassification  procedures."  It  is  unclear  what  the 
C&A  Board  recommended  to  you  or  the  basis  for  its  recommendation. 
However,  it  is  clear  that  you  have  thus  far  made  the  determination  to 
keep  PFC  Manning  in  MAX  custody  and  under  POI  watch. 

8.  If  you  decide  to  deny  this  request  and  maintain  PFC  Manning  under 
his  current  classification  and  assignment,  I  request  that  you  indicate 
your  basis  for  such  a  determination  in  writing  and  serve  it  upon  the 
defense  in  a  timely  manner.  Additionally,  in  order  to  assess  the 
reasonableness  of  your  determination,  the  defense  requests  that  you 
release  to  U.S.  Army  trial  counsel,  CPT  Ashden  Fein,  the  following 
information : 

a.  DD  2710,  Inmate  Background  Summary  for  PFC  Manning 

b.  DD  2715-2,  Inmate  Summary  Data  for  PFC  Manning 

c.  DD  2719,  any  Continuation  Sheet  for  PFC  Manning 

d.  Any  other  assessment  of  PFC  Manning  by  a  brig  mental  health 
professional,  guard,  counselor  or  case  manager 

e.  Any  assessment  or  determination  by  you  or  a  member  of  your 
staff  concerning  PFC  Manning 

f.  Any  additional  information  you  rely  upon  to  make  the 
determination  of  PFC  Manning's  classification  and  confinement  status 

9.  The  point  of  contact  for  this  memorandum  is  the  undersigned  at 
(401)  744-3007  or  by  e-mail  at  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com. 


D.  E.  Coombs 
LTC,  USAR 

Civilian  Defense  Counsel 
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MEMORANDUM  THRU  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  Office  of  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  US  Army 
Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  Lesley  J.  McNair,  Washington  D.C.  30219 

FOR  Commander,  US  Army  Garrison,  Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall,  Fort  Myer,  Virginia 
22211 

SUBJECT:  Request  for  Release  from  Confinement  Under  R.C.M.  305(g) 

1.  Purpose.  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Rule  for  Courts-Martial  (R.C.M.)  305(g),  the  defense 
requests  that  you  direct  the  release  of  PFC  Bradley  Manning  from  pretrial  confinement.  This 
request  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  confinement  conditions  currently  being  endured  by  PFC 
Manning  are  more  rigorous  than  necessary  to  guarantee  his  presence  at  trial. 

2.  Background  Facts.  PFC  Manning  arrived  at  the  Quantico  Brig  on  29  July  2010.  Upon  his 
arrival,  he  was  placed  in  Maximum  (MAX)  custody  and  under  suicide  watch.  On  6  August 
2010,  Capt.  William  Hocter,  the  forensic  psychiatrist  for  the  Brig,  recommended  that  PFC 
Manning  be  moved  from  suicide  watch  to  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  watch.  Over  the  course  of 
the  following  weeks,  Capt.  Hocter  met  with  PFC  Manning  on  a  frequent  basis.  Due  to  PFC 
Manning’s  positive  response  to  treatment,  on  27  August  2010,  Capt.  Hocter  recommended  that 
he  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch  and  that  his  confinement  classification  be  changed  from  MAX  to 
Medium  Custody  In  (MDI). 

3.  Over  the  course  of  the  following  three  months,  Capt.  Hocter  consistently  recommended  PFC 
Manning  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch.  The  only  exception  to  this  was  on  10  December  2010  when 
he  recommended  that  he  remain  under  POI  watch  for  one  week.  The  following  week,  Capt. 
Hocter  once  again  recommended  that  PFC  Manning  be  removed  from  POI  watch.  Despite  Capt. 
Hocter’s  consistent  recommendations,  PFC  Manning  has  remained  on  POI  watch  and  in  MAX 
custody. 

4.  Under  PFC  Manning’s  custody  classification  and  the  POI  watch,  he  is  being  held  in  solitary 
confinement.  For  23  hours  per  day,  PFC  Manning  sits  in  his  cell.  The  guards  check  on  him 
every  five  minutes  by  asking  him  if  he  is  okay.  PFC  Manning  is  required  to  respond  in  some 
affirmative  manner.  At  night,  if  the  guards  cannot  see  PFC  Manning  clearly,  because  he  has  a 
blanket  over  his  head  or  is  curled  up  towards  the  wall,  they  will  wake  him  in  order  to  ensure  he  is 
okay.  He  receives  each  of  his  meals  in  his  cell.  He  is  not  allowed  to  have  a  pillow  or  sheets.  He 
is  not  allowed  to  have  any  personal  items  in  his  cell.  He  is  only  allowed  to  have  one  book  or  one 
magazine  at  any  given  time  to  read  in  his  cell.  The  book  or  magazine  is  taken  away  from  him  at 
the  end  of  the  day  before  he  goes  to  sleep.  He  is  prevented  from  exercising  in  his  cell.  If  he 
attempts  to  do  push-ups,  sit-ups,  or  any  other  form  of  exercise  he  will  be  forced  to  stop.  He 
receives  one  hour  of  exercise  outside  of  his  cell  daily.  The  guards  take  him  to  an  empty  room 
and  only  allow  him  to  walk.  PFC  Manning  normally  just  walks  figure  eights  in  the  room  for  the 
entire  hour.  If  he  indicates  that  he  no  long  feels  like  walking,  he  is  immediately  returned  to  his 
cell.  When  PFC  Manning  goes  to  sleep,  he  is  required  to  strip  down  to  his  boxer  shorts  and 
surrender  his  clothing  to  the  guards.  His  clothing  is  then  returned  to  him  the  next  morning. 
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5.  The  defense  has  raised  its  objection  to  these  confinement  conditions  on  multiple  occasions 
with  the  Quantico  confinement  facility  and  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate’s  (SJA)  Office.  On  5 
January  201 1,  the  defense  filed  a  formal  complaint  with  the  commander  of  the  Quantico  Brig. 

See  Enclosure  1 .  On  the  same  day,  PFC  Manning  also  filed  a  formal  complaint  through  the 
confinement  grievance  process.  Both  complaints  requested  that  the  confinement  facility  remove 
PFC  Manning  from  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  watch  and  that  his  classification  level  be  reduced 
from  MAX  to  MDI.  The  confinement  facility  did  not  respond  to  either  complaint. 

6.  Law.  Article  13  safeguards  against  unlawful  pretrial  punishment  and  embodies  the  precept 
that  an  accused  is  presumed  innocent  until  proven  guilty.  Article  13  provides  that: 

No  person,  while  being  held  for  trial,  may  be  subjected  to  punishment  or  penalty  other 
than  arrest  or  confinement  upon  the  charges  pending  against  him,  nor  shall  the  arrest  or 
confinement  imposed  upon  him  be  any  more  rigorous  than  the  circumstances  required  to 
insure  his  presence,  but  he  may  be  subjected  to  minor  punishment  during  that  period  for 
infractions  of  discipline. 

Military  courts  have  consistently  asserted  Article  13  protection  broadly  to  protect  soldiers 
awaiting  trial.  Illegal  pretrial  punishment  can  take  many  forms.  The  most  common  examples 
are  unreasonable  or  harassing  restraint  that  creates  an  appearance  that  the  soldier  is  guilty  and 
onerous  pretrial  confinement  conditions.  Article  13  provides  that  pretrial  confinement  should 
not  be  “more  rigorous  than  the  circumstances  require  to  insure”  the  soldier’s  presence  at  court. 
“Conditions  that  are  sufficiently  egregious  may  give  rise  to  a  permissive  inference  that  an 
accused  is  being  punished. . . .”  United  States  v.  King,  61  M.J.  225,  227-28  (C.A.A.F.  2005);  see 
also  United  States  v.  Crawford,  62  M.J.  411  (C.A.A.F.  2006).  Arbitrary  or  purposeless 
conditions  also  can  be  considered  to  raise  an  inference  of  punishment.  King,  61  M.J.  at  227-28 
(citing  United  States  v.  James,  28  M.J.  214,  216  (C.M.A.  1989)). 

7.  In  order  to  address  an  issue  of  unlawful  pretrial  punishment  due  to  the  onerous  nature  of 
pretrial  confinement,  the  commander  is  authorized  to  order  the  removal  of  the  soldier  from 
pretrial  confinement.  R.C.M.  305(g),  United  States  v.  Shelton,  27  M.J.  540  (A.C.M.R.  1988). 

8.  Argument.  Once  the  Government  had  decided  to  detain  a  solider  in  pretrial  confinement 
pending  trial,  it  obviously  is  entitled  to  employ  devices  to  effectuate  this  decision.  However,  the 
Government  may  not  place  conditions  on  that  confinement  that  are  so  excessive  or  onerous  as  to 
give  rise  to  an  inference  that  the  soldier  is  being  illegally  punished  prior  to  trial.  In  the  instant 
case,  the  mental  health  care  official  relied  upon  by  the  confinement  facility  to  make 
determinations  about  an  inmate’s  confinement  assignment  to  special  quarters,  has  consistently 
recommended  that  PFC  Manning  be  removed  from  POI  watch.  Inexplicably,  his 
recommendations  have  been  ignored. 

9.  The  fact  that  Capt.  Hocter  has  consistently  recommended  a  downgrade  in  PFC  Manning’s 
confinement  classification  and  assignment  comes  as  no  suiprise  given  the  fact  PFC  Manning  has 
been  a  model  inmate.  At  no  time  has  he  been  disrespectful,  violent  or  noncompliant.  PFC 
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Manning  does  not  exhibit  any  of  the  criteria  established  for  MAX  custody  under  Navy 
Instruction  1640.9C.  Given  the  consistent  recommendations  of  Capt.  Hocter  and  PFC 
Manning’s  model  behavior,  it  is  unclear  why,  other  than  for  the  purpose  of  punishment,  he  is  still 
being  held  in  MAX  custody  and  under  POI  watch. 

1 0.  As  the  commander  for  PFC  Manning,  you  have  the  authority  to  address  this  issue  by 
ordering  PFC  Manning  to  be  removed  from  pretrial  confinement.  At  the  time  PFC  Manning  was 
ordered  into  confinement,  the  military  magistrate  determined  that  “the  conditions  on  liberty 
which  are  necessary  to  safeguard  Soldiers  and  national  security  are  tantamount  to  confinement.” 
See  Enclosure  2.  He  therefore  determined  that  there  was  “no  way,  short  of  confinement,  to 
ensure  PFC  Manning  is  denied  access  to  a  computer  which  he  could  use  to  release  classified 
information  or  to  ensure  the  safety  of  Soldiers  around  him.”  See  Enclosure  2.  In  this  case,  the 
military  magistrate  did  not  seriously  consider  other  options  under  R.C.M.  304.  One  such  option 
could  be  arrest.  Arrest  is  the  restraint  of  a  soldier  by  ordering  him  to  remain  within  specified 
limits.  A  soldier  under  arrest  could  be  required  to  have  escorts,  required  to  sign  in  on  a  frequent 
basis,  and  to  wear  an  ankle  bracelet. 

1 1 .  Seven  months  after  the  initial  pretrial  confinement  determination,  the  Government  now  has 
the  benefit  of  additional  information  concerning  the  need  for  ongoing  pretrial  confinement  of 
PFC  Manning.  First,  the  Government’s  investigation  undoubtedly  can  establish  that  there  is  no 
longer  a  risk  PFC  Manning  could  use  a  computer  to  release  classified  information.  Next,  the 
mental  evaluation  by  Capt.  Hocter  indicates  that  PFC  Manning  is  no  long  a  risk  of  self  harm  or 
to  harm  to  others.  Lastly,  PFC  Manning  has  demonstrated  by  his  model  behavior  while  in 
confinement  that  he  can  follow  orders  concerning  his  behavior.  Thus,  it  is  clear  that  the  concerns 
raised  at  the  time  pretrial  confinement  was  authorized  are  no  longer  applicable. 

12.  Conclusion.  Due  to  the  nature  of  the  onerous  conditions  of  PFC  Manning’s  confinement, 
the  indifference  shown  by  the  Quanico  Brig  to  remedy  this  situation,  and  PFC  Manning’s  model 
behavior,  the  defense  requests  that  you  order  his  removal  from  pretrial  confinement.  The 
defense  further  requests  that  you  consider  lesser  forms  of  restraint  under  R.C.M.  304. 

13.  The  POC  is  the  undersigned  at  (401)  744-3007  or  by  e-mail  at 
coom  bs@army  courtmarti  al  defense .  com . 


Ends 

1 .  Quantico  Brig  MFR 

2.  Military  Magistrate’s  Review 


Civilian  Defense  Counsel 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
JOINT  BASE  MYER  -  HENDERSON  HALL 
204  LEE  AVENUE 

FORT  MYER,  VIRGINIA  22211-1199 


IMND-MHH-ZA  2 1  January  20 1 1 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  David  E.  Coombs,  Civilian  Defense  Counsel 

SUBJECT:  Response  to  Request  for  Release  from  Confinement  under  R.C.M.  305(g) 


1.  General.  I  reviewed  your  enclosed  request  under  R.C.M.  305(g)  that  I  direct  the  release  of 
PFC  Bradley  Maiming  from  pretrial  confinement.  Your  request  is  denied.  I  believe  that 
confinement  is  necessary  because  of  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offenses  charged,  the 
likelihood  that  PFC  Manning  can  and  will  commit  further  serious  criminal  misconduct,  and  the 
inadequacy  of  less  severe  forms  of  restraint. 

2.  Probable  Cause  as  to  Offenses  Committed.  I  have  probable  cause  to  believe  that  PFC 
Maiming  committed  the  following  charged  offenses:  four  specifications  of  Article  92,  UCM.I, 
and  eight  specifications  of  Article  134,  UCM.I,  Clause  3. 

3.  Necessity  for  Confinement. 

a.  Nature  and  Circumstances  of  the  Offenses  Charged.  PFC  Manning  faces  multiple 
charges  related  to  his  alleged  disclosure  of  classified  information  to  persons  not  entitled  to 
receive  that  information.  Under  R.C.M.  305(h)(2)(B),  serious  criminal  misconduct  includes 
offenses  which  pose  a  serious  threat  to  the  national  security  of  the  United  States.  I  believe  the 
disclosure  of  classified  information  poses  a  serious  threat  to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States.  As  such,  PFC  Manning’s  charged  offenses  amount  to  serious  misconduct  and  he  warrants 
pretrial  confinement. 

b.  Further  Serious  Criminal  Misconduct.  Shortly  after  CID  opened  an  investigation,  PFC 
Maiming  was  placed  under  supervision  by  his  unit  and  required  an  escort.  He  was  denied  access 
to  computers  and  other  electronic  devices.  Despite  the  presence  of  his  escorts,  PFC  Maiming 
managed  to  hand  a  piece  of  paper  with  his  email  address  and  password  to  another  Soldier  in  his 
unit  and  asked  her  to  check  his  email  for  him.  I  believe  it  is  likely  that  PFC  Maiming  will 
commit  further  serious  misconduct  if  he  is  released  from  pretrial  confinement. 

c.  Less  Severe  Forms  of  Restraint  are  Inadequate.  I  reviewed  the  other  options  available 
to  me  under  R.C.M.  304  and  I  find  them  inadequate.  Although  it  is  unlikely  that  PFC  Maiming 
would  have  personal  access  to  classified  information  systems  if  released  from  confinement,  that 
does  not  obviate  the  risk  that  he  could  further  release  previously  acquired  classified  information. 

4.  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  Status.  You  additionally  requested  me  to  reconsider  PFC 
Manning’s  POI  status  and  I  will  address  those  concerns  in  a  separate  memorandum  or  action. 
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5.  Conclusion.  There  is  probable  cause  to  believe  that  PFC  Manning  committed  serious 
criminal  misconduct,  which  poses  a  threat  to  the  national  security  of  the  United  States.  1  believe 
he  will  likely  commit  further  serious  criminal  misconduct  if  released  from  confinement.  Because 
of  the  national  security  concerns  in  this  case,  less  severe  forms  of  restraint  are  inadequate.  PFC 
Manning  will  remain  in  pretrial  confinement  until  completion  of  the  pending  court-martial 


action. 
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CARL  R.  COFFMAN,  JR. 
COL,  AV 
Commanding 
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MEMORANDUM 

From:  PFC  Bradley  E.  Manning 

To:  Col.  Daniel  J.  Choike 

Via:  (1)  CWQ4  James  Averhart 

(2)  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  Office  of  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  US 
Army  Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  Lesley  J.  McNair 

Subj :  REQUEST  FOR  REDRESS  (ARTICLE  138,  UCMJ)  OF  PFC  BRADLEY  MANNING 

Ref:  (a)  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C 

(b)  ARTICLE  138,  UCMJ 


1.  I,  PFC  Bradley  E.  Manning,  am  a  member  of  the  US  Army  on  active 
duty,  assigned  to  Headquarters  and  Headquarters  Company,  U.S.  Army 
Garrison,  Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall,  Fort  Myer,  Virginia.  On  29 
July  2010,  I  was  transferred  to  the  Quantico  Brig  from  Kuwait.  Upon  my 
arrival,  I  was  placed  in  Maximum  (MAX)  custody  and  under  suicide  risk. 

2.  On  6  August  2010,  Capt .  William  Hocter,  the  forensic  psychiatrist 
for  the  Brig,  recommended  that  I  be  moved  from  suicide  risk  to 
Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  watch.  CW04  Averhart  followed  that 
recommendation  and  I  was  moved  to  POI  watch.  Due  to  my  improvement  and 
adjustment  to  confinement,  Capt.  Hocter  recommended  on  27  August  2010 
that  I  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch  and  that  my  confinement  classification 
be  changed  from  MAX  to  Medium  Custody  In  (MDI) . 

3.  Over  the  course  of  the  following  three  months,  Capt.  Hocter  and  the 
other  Brig  forensic  psychiatrist,  COL  Ricky  Malone,  consistently 
recommended  to  CW04  Averhart  that  I  be  taken  off  of  POI  watch.  The 
only  exception  to  this  was  on  10  December  2010  when  Capt.  Hocter 
recommended  that  I  remain  under  POI  watch  for  one  week.  The  following 
week,  he  once  again  recommended  to  CW04  Averhart  that  I  be  removed  from 
POI  watch.  Despite  Capt.  Hocter  and  COL  Malone's  consistent 
recommendations,  I  remained  on  POI  watch  and  in  MAX  custody. 

4.  On  18  January  2011,  over  the  recommendation  of  Capt.  Hocter  and  the 
defense  forensic  psychiatrist,  Capt.  Brian  Moore,  CW04  Averhart  placed 
me  under  suicide  risk.  The  suicide  risk  assignment  means  that  I  sit  in 
my  cell  for  24  hours  a  day.  I  am  stripped  of  all  clothing  with  the 
exception  of  my  underwear.  My  prescription  eyeglasses  are  taken  away 
from  me.  I  am  forced  to  sit  in  essential  blindness  with  the  exception 
of  the  times  that  I  am  reading  or  given  limited  television  privileges. 
During  those  times,  my  glasses  are  returned  to  me.  Additionally,  there 
is  a  guard  sitting  outside  of  my  cell  watching  me  at  all  times. 

5..  Life  was  not  much  better  for  me  under  the  previous  confinement 
assignment  of  POI  watch.  Like  suicide  risk,  I  was  held  in  solitary 
confinement.  For  23  hours  per  day,  I  sat  in  my  cell.  The  guards 
checked  on  me  every  five  minutes  by  asking  me  if  I  was  okay.  I  was 
required  to  respond  in  some  affirmative  manner.  At  night,  if  the 
guards  could  not  see  me  clearly,  because  I  had  a  blanket  over  my  head 
or  I  was  curled  up  towards  the  wall,  they  would  wake  me  in  order  to 
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ensure  that  I  was  okay.  I  received  each  of  my  meals  in  my  cell.  I  was 
not  allowed  to  have  a  pillow  or  sheets.  I  was  not  allowed  to  have  any 
personal  items  in  my  cell.  I  was  only  allowed  to  have  one  book  or  one 
magazine  at  any  given  time  to  read.  The  book  or  magazine  was  taken  away 
from  me  at  the  end  of  the  day  before  I  went  to  sleep.  I  was  prevented 
from  exercising  in  me  cell.  If  I  attempted  to  do  push-ups,  sit-ups,  or 
any  other  form  of  exercise  I  was  forced  to  stop.  I  received  one  hour 
of  exercise  outside  of  my  cell  daily.  The  guards  would  take  me  to  an 
empty  room  and  allow  me  to  walk.  I  usually  walked  in  figure  eights 
around  the  room.  When  I  went  to  sleep,  I  was  required  to  strip  down  to 
my  underwear  and  surrender  my  clothing  to  the  guards.  My  clothing  was 
then  returned  to  me  the  next  morning. 

6.  My  defense  counsel,  Mr.  David  Coombs  (a  reserve  Lieutenant  Colonel 
in  the  Army)  and  I  have  raised  our  objection  to  these  confinement 
conditions  on  multiple  occasions.  On  5  January  2011,  my  attorney  filed 
a  formal  complaint  with  CW04  Averhart .  On  the  same  day,  I  also  filed  a 
formal  complaint  through  the  confinement  grievance  process.  Both 
complaints  requested  that  I  be  removed  from  POI  watch  and  that  my 
classification  level  be  reduced  from  MAX  to  MDI .  CW04  Averhart  did  not 
respond  to  either  complaint  as  required  by  SECNAVINST  1649. 9C  PP 

8301  (21)  . 

7.  Based  on  the  foregoing,  I  believe  that  the  action  of  holding  me 
under  POI  watch  for  over  five  months  and  placing  me  on  suicide  risk  is 
wrong  under  Article  138,  UCMJ.  I  do  not  believe  that  CW04  Averhart,  as 
the  Brig  commander,  has  the  discretion  to  keep  me  in  confinement  under 
these  circumstances. 

8.  I  believe  the  classification  of  me  in  MAX  and  under  an  assignment 
of  suicide  risk  is  based  upon  an  inappropriate  reason  and  is  therefore 
an  abuse  of  CW04  Averhart' s  discretion,  and  a  wrong  within  the  meaning 
of  Article  138,  UCMJ.  As  redress,  I  request  that  you  order  my  removal 
from  suicide  risk  and  POI  watch  and  that  you  order  the  reduction  of  my 
classification  level  from  MAX  to  MDI. 


B .  E .  Manning 
PFC,  US  Army 


I  have  assisted  PFC  Bradley  Manning  with  the  drafting  of  his  request 
for  redress,  and  have  signed  for  him  given  the  present  circumstances. 

I  concur  with  the  matters  he  has  expressed  in  his  request,  and  join  him 
in  requesting  that  you  order  his  removal  from  suicide  risk  and  also 
from  POI  watch  and  that  you  order  a  reduction  in  his  classification 
level  from  MAX  to  MDI. 


D.  E.  Coombs 
Civilian  Defei 


Counsel 
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10  Mar  11 

MEMORANDUM 

From:  PFC  Bradley  E.  Manning 

To:  Col.  Daniel  J.  Choike 

Via:  (1)  CW02  Denise  Barnes 

(2)  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  Office  of  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate, 
U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  McNair 

Subj :  REBUTTAL  TO  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY 

PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  Article  138,  UCMJ 

(b)  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C  (Navy  Corrections  Manual) 


1.  I,  PFC  Bradley  E.  Manning,  am  a  member  of  the  U.S*.  Army  on  active 
duty,  assigned  to  Headquarters  and  Headquarters  Company,  U.S.  Army 
Garrison,  Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall,  Fort  Myer,  Virginia.  On  2 
March  2011,  I  received  your  response  to  my  Article  138  Complaint  filed 
on  19  January  2011.  I  have  elected  to  file  the  following  rebuttal  to 
your  response. 

2.  First,  my  allegations  of  improper  treatment  were  not  correctly 
noted  by  you  in  your  1  March  2011  memorandum.  Additionally,  I  am 
making  a  new  allegation  of  wrongdoing  based  upon  recent  decisions  by 
the  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility  ("PCF")  Commander.  I  request  that 
you  consider  the  following  specific  allegations: 

a.  That  the  decision  to  retain  my  classification  as  a  Maximum 
Custody  ("MAX")  detainee  and  to  retain  me  under  Prevention  of  Injury 
("POI")  Status  after  27  August  2010  was  improper. 

b.  That  the  decision  to  place  me  on  Suicide  Risk  on  18  January 
2011  was  improper. 

c.  That  the  decision  to  strip  me  of  all  my  clothing  at  night  since 
2  March  2011  was  and  continues  to  be  improper. 

3.  Addressing  each  of  the  allegations,  I  would  like  to  offer  the 
following  in  rebuttal  to  your  response: 

a.  That  the  decision  to  retain  my  classification  as  a  MAX  Custody 
detainee  and  to  retain  me  under  POI  Status  after  27  August  2010  was 
improper. 

(1)  While  it  may  have  been  understandable  to  classify  me  as  a 
MAX  detainee  initially,  I  should  have  been  downgraded  to  Medium 
Custody-In  (MDI )  after  27  August  2010.  As  you  noted,  my  initial 
evaluation  by  the  duty  brig  supervisor  ("DBS")  gave  me  a  score  of  ”5" 
after  reviewing  the  DD  Form  2710,  inmate  background  summary,  and 
completing  the  DD  Form  2711,  initial  custody  classification.  A  score 
of  "5"  was  significantly  lower  than  the  "12"  or  higher  score  normally 
required  for  MAX  custody.  Despite  my  low  score,  the  DBS  overrode  the 
score,  and  indicated  that  he  considered  my  previous  classification  in 
Kuwait  as  the  primary  factor  in  his  decision. 
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(2)  The  decision  to  maintain  me  in  MAX  Custody  after  27  August 
2010  has  been  an  abuse  of  discretion.  Although  the  ultimate  decision 
regarding  my  classification  rests  with  the  PCF  Commander,  this  decision 
cannot  be  an  arbitrary  one.  In  the  instant  case,  the  PCF 
Classification  and  Assignment  Board  ("C&A  Board")  and  the  PCF  Commander 
failed  to  properly  review  my  status  and  take  into  account  all  relevant 
factors.  Instead,  the  C&A  Board's  recommendations  and  the  PCF 
Commander's  decisions  have  been  perfunctory  in  nature. 

(3)  The  PCF  C&A  Board  failed  to  always  document  its 
recommendation  concerning  my  custody  classification  and  status  on  the 
required  Brig  Form  4200.  This  failure  is  indicative  of  how  the  C&A 
Board  viewed  its  task.  It  is  clear  that  the  C&A  Board  and  the  PCF 
Commander  unduly  weighted  my  behavior  in  Kuwait,  prior  to  receiving 
adequate  treatment,  and  the  nature  of  the  charges  alleged  against  me  in 
determining  my  custody  classification  and  status.  A  straightforward 
review  of  the  Brig's  own  observation  records  attached  as  Enclosure  2  of 
the  PCF  Commander' s  response  proves  the  arbitrariness  of  my  custody 
classification  and  status.  The  following  are  excerpts  from  the  Brig's 
observation  records: 

i)  3  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  (PFC  Bradley  Manning)  did 
not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and 
received  an  average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes, 
"SNDs  conduct  has  been  average  and  has  presented  no  problems  to  staff 
or  inmates.  During  the  interview  SND  was  respectful  and  courteous  and 
was  well  spoken.  SND  stated  that  he  was  doing  well  and  was  not  having 
suicidal  or  homicidal  feelings." 

ii)  12  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  stated 
that  he  would  like  a  job  in  the  facility  library  if  it  became  possible. 
To  this  point  in  confinement  SND's  conduct  has  been  average  and  has 
presented  no  problems  to  staff  or  inmates.  During  the  interview  SND 
was  quiet,  but  courteous  and  respectful.  SND  answers  questions  but 
speaks  very  little  unless  responding  to  a  question.  Currently  SND 
appears  to  be  trying  to  adjust  to  the  daily  routine  and  observing  what 
is  going  on  around  him.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  neat 
in  appearance  and  maintained  eye  contact.  SND  stated  that  he  does  not 
have  any  suicidal  feelings  at  this  time." 

iii)  16  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychologist  and  found  not  to  be  a  threat  to  himself.  It  is 
recommended  that  SND  be  removed  from  SR,  and  be  placed  on  POI 
(sic) remain  MAX  custody." 

iv)  17  August  2010  Entry:  "The  Brig  Psychiatrist  found 
SND  to  be  a  reduced  threat  to  himself  on  6  August  2010." 

v)  24  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluation  and  received  an  average 
work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes  " [t]0  this  point  in 
confinement,  SND  has  presented  no  problems  and  has  been  courteous  and 
respectful  to  staff.  SND's  conduct  has  been  excellent,  so  much  so  that 
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is  it  apparent  that  he  is  extremely  cautious  about  what  he  says  or  how 
he  acts.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  groomed  and  neat  in 
appearance . " 


vi)  27  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  20  August  2010  and  has  been  an 
overall  average  detainee." 

vii)  31  August  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes  "SND  was 
evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  27  August  and  was  recommended  to 
be  removed  from  POI  status.  The  C&A  Board  reviewed  SND  on  the  same 
date  and  recommended  that  he  still  remain  POI.  SND  remains  courteous 
and  respectful  to  staff  and  has  presented  no  problems  toward  staff  or 
inmates  thus  far.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  groomed 
and  neat  in  appearance." 

viii)  3  September  2010  Entry:  "SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  27  August  2010  and  has  been  an 
overall  average  detainee." 

ix)  8  September  2010  Entry:  ”SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  was 
evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  3  September  and  was  recommended 
to  be  removed  from  POI  status."  Additionally  it  states,  "SND  continues 
to  be  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no  disciplinary 
problems.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat  in 
appearance.  SND' s  mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal 
character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal." 

x)  10  September  2010  Entry:  "SND  has  not  presented  any 
problems  since  his  last  review  on  3  SEPT  2010  and  has  been  an  overall 
average  detainee." 

xi)  14  September  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  was 

evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  10  September  and  was  recommended 

to  be  removed  from  POI  status."  Finally,  the  entry  notes,  "SND  has 
been  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no  disciplinary  or 
behavioral  problems.  When  observed  in  his  cell,  SND  is  always  sitting 
quietly  on  his  rack  and  appears  to  be  content  with  doing  nothing  else. 
During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat  in  appearance.  SND' s 
mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with  his  normal  character  and  he 
continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal." 

xii)  28  September  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  was 

evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  24  September  and  was  recommended 

to  be  removed  from  POI  status.  Later,  the  entry  notes,  "SND  continues 
to  be  cooperative  with  Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no  disciplinary  or 
behavioral  problems.  During  the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken  and  neat 
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in  appearance.  SND' s  mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with  his 
normal  character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal." 

xiii)  4  October  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  24  Sep  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 

SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  and  has  been 
an  overall  average  detainee." 

xiv)  6  October  2010  Entry:  ”SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  notes,  "SND  appears  to  be 
content  with  his  situation  and  goes  through  the  motions  of  the  Brig's 
plan  of  the  day  without  incident.  SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  1  October  and  was  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI 
status."  The  entry  also  notes,  ”SND  continues  to  be  cooperative  with 
Brig  staff  and  has  presented  no  disciplinary  or  behavioral  problems. 
During  the  interview  SND  was  respectful,  neat  in  appearance  and 
maintained  eye  contact.  SND' s  mood  and  appearance  were  consistent  with 
his  normal  character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not 
suicidal . " 


xv)  12  October  2010  Entry:  ”SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report." 

xvi )  14  October  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 

Psychiatrist  on  (no  date  given)  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  ..."  The 
entry  also  notes  "SND  did  not  receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or 
adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above  average  work  and 
training  report." 

xvii )  22  October  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 

disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  notes,  "SND  was  evaluated 
by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  this  past  week  and  found  fit  from  (sic) 
removal  of  prevention  of  injury  classification  from  a  psychiatric 
standpoint."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  was  respectful  and  courteous 
and  well  spoken.  SND's  attitude  and  demeanor  were  consistent  with  his 
normal  character  and  he  continues  to  state  that  he  is  not  suicidal." 

xviii )  28  October  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 

Psychiatrist  on  15  October  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  8  October 
2010  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee."  Another  entry  on  this 
date  notes  that  ”SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  22 
October  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI.  SND  has  not 
presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  15  October  and  has  been 
an  overall  average  detainee." 

xix )  2  November  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 

Psychiatrist  on  29  October  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  22  October 
2010  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee." 


O  J 

Subj :  REBUTTAL  TO  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY 

PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 


xx)  5  November  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  ”SND  was 
evaluated  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  on  29  October  2010  and  found  fit  to 
be  removed  from  prevention  of  injury  classification  from  a  psychiatric 
standpoint."  Finally,  the  entry  notes,  "During  the  interview  SND  was 
respectful  and  courteous  and  was  well  spoken.  SND  appears  to  be  in 
high  spirits  and  have  a  positive  attitude.  SND' s  attitude  and  demeanor 
were  consistent  with  his  normal  character  and  he  continues  to  state 
that  he  is  not  suicidal . " 

xxi)  15  November  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the 
Brig  Psychiatrist  on  13  November  2010  and  recommended  to  ...  [be 
removed  from]  POI .  SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last 
review  on  5  NOV  2010  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee." 

xxii)  17  November  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  noted  that  "during 
the  interview  SND  was  respectful  and  courteous  and  was  well  spoken. 

SND' s  attitude  and  demeanor  were  consistent  with  his  normal  character 
and  stated  that  he  is  not  suicidal." 

xxiii)  23  November  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the 
Brig  Psychiatrist  on  19  November  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed 
from  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review." 

xxiv)  3  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report." 

xxv)  6  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  2  December  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  on  [no  date 
given]  and  has  been  an  overall  average  detainee." 

xxvi)  7  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  noted,  "[d]uring  the 
interview  SND  was  courteous  and  well  spoken  and  he  maintained  good  eye 
contact.  SND's  mood  and  character  were  consistent  with  his  normal 
character . " 

xxvii)  14  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the 
Brig  Psychiatrist  on  10  December  2010  and  recommended  to  remain  on  POI. 
(The  Brig  noted  that  this  was  the  first  time  since  27  August  2010  that 
Capt  Hocter  recommended  PFC  Manning  remain  on  POI .  His  main  criteria 
was  that  it  seemed  PFC  Manning  was  not  doing  well) .  SND  has  not 
presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  and  has  been  an  overall 
average  detainee." 

xxviii)  17  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the 
Brig  Psychiatrist  on  17  December  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed 
from  POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  and 
has  been  an  overall  average  detainee" 
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xxix)  22  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "overall,  SND 
was  respectful  and  cooperative  during  the  interview." 

xxx )  29  December  2010  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 

disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  received  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  stated,  "SND  was 
evaluated  by  Capt  Hocter  on  23  December  2010,  and  although  further 
mental  evaluation  was  deemed  necessary,  SND  was  recommended  to  be 
removed  from  POI  classification  from  a  psychiatric  standpoint." 

xxxi)  6  January  2011  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  30  December  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from 
POI.  SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  last  review  and  has  been 
an  overall  average  detainee." 

xxxii)  7  January  2011  Entry:  "SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  7  January  2011  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  and  has  been 
an  overall  average  detainee,"  The  entry  also  notes  that  "SND  did  not 
receive  any  disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and 
received  an  average  work  and  training  report."  Finally,  the  entry 
notes  that  PFC  Manning  "is  respectful  and  courteous  to  staff.  During 
the  interview  SND  was  well  spoken,  maintained  eye  contact  and  his 
demeanor  was  consistent  with  his  normal  character. 

xxxiii)  11  January  2011  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  spot  evaluations  and  received  an  above  average 
working  and  training  report." 

xxxiv)  14  January  2011  Entry:  ”SND  was  evaluated  by  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  on  14  January  2010  and  recommended  to  be  removed  from  POI. 
SND  has  not  presented  any  problems  since  his  last  review  and  has  been 
an  overall  average  detainee." 

xxxv )  18  January  2011  Entry:  This  is  the  first  entry  where 

any  negative  conduct  is  noted.  I  will  explain  this  entry  in  greater 
detail  in  paragraph  4  below  when  I  address  my  allegation  that  the 
decision  to  place  me  on  Suicide  Risk  by  the  PCF  Commander  on  18  January 
2011  was  improper. 

xxxvi)  28  January  2011  Entry:  "SND  did  not  receive  any 
disciplinary  reports  or  adverse  spot  evaluations  and  receive (d)  an 
average  work  and  training  report."  The  entry  also  notes,  "SND  was 
evaluated  by  Col  Malone  on  21  January  2011  and,  although  further  mental 
evaluation  was  deemed  necessary,  SND  was  recommended  to  be  removed  from 
POI  classification  from  a  psychiatric  standpoint." 

(4)  The  above  observation  reports  were  provided  to  me  and  my 
defense  counsel,  David  E.  Coombs,  on  4  February  2011.  The  reports 
cover  my  conduct  since  my  arrival  on  29  July  2010  through  28  January 
2011.  Although,  I  do  not  have  the  observation  reports  from  29  January 
to  present,  I  am  confident  that  they  would  indicate  I  have  been  an 
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exemplary  detainee.  I  am  also  confident  that  the  reports  would  reflect 
the  Brig  Psychiatrists'  consistent  recommendation  that  I  am  a  "low 
risk"  of  self-harm  and  should  be  removed  from  MAX  Custody  and  POI 
Status . 


(5)  I  am  being  treated  differently  from  any  other  detainee  at 
the  Quantico  Brig.  While  the  PCF  Commander  follows  the  recommendation 
of  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  in  dealing  with  other  detainees,  this  does  not 
happen  in  my  case.  Other  detainees  usually  remain  on  MAX  custody  or  in 
POI  Status  for  about  two  weeks  before  they  are  downgraded.  I,  however, 
have  been  left  to  languish  under  the  unduly  harsh  conditions  of  MAX 
Custody  and  POI  Status  since  my  arrival  on  29  July  2010.  In  fact,  I  am 
currently  the  only  detainee  being  held  under  MAX  Custody  and  the  only 
detainee  being  held  in  POI  status  by  the  Brig.  Any  objective  person 
looking  at  the  above  facts  would  have  to  conclude  that  this  treatment 
is  unjustified.  The  determination  to  retain  me  in  MAX  Custody  and 
under  POI  Status  after  27  August  2010  was  improper  and  constitutes 
unlawful  pretrial  punishment. 

b.  That  the  decision  to  place  me  on  Suicide  Risk  on  18  January- 
2011  was  improper. 

(1)  On  18  January  2011,  over  the  recommendation  of  Capt .  Hocter 
and  the  defense  forensic  psychiatrist,  Capt.  Moore,  CW04  Averhart 
placed  me  under  Suicide  Risk.  The  Suicide  Risk  assignment  resulted  in 
me  being  required  to  remain  in  my  cell  for  24  hours  a  day.  I  was 
stripped  of  all  clothing  with  the  exception  of  my  underwear.  My 
prescription  eyeglasses  were  taken  away  from  me  and  I  was  forced  to  sit 
in  essential  blindness. 

(2)  The  basis  for  the  above  treatment  was  due  to  my  alleged 
erratic  behavior  on  18  January  2011.  On  that  date,  I  was  pulled  out  of 
my  cell  for  my  one  hour  of  recreation  call.  When  the  guards  came  to  my 
cell,  I  noticed  a  change  in  their  usual  demeanor.  Instead  of  being 
calm  and  respectful,  they  seemed  agitated  and  confrontational.  Also, 
instead  of  the  usual  two  to  three  guards,  there  were  four  guards. 

Almost  immediately,  the  guards  started  harassing  me.  The  first  guard 
told  me  to  "turn  left."  When  I  complied,  the  second  guard  yelled 
"don't  turn  left."  When  I  attempted  to  comply  with  the  demands  of  the 
second  guard,  I  was  told  by  the  first,  "I  said  turn  left."  I  responded 
"yes,  Corporal"  to  the  first  guard.  At  this  point,  the  third  guard 
chimed  in  by  telling  me  that  "in  the  Marines  we  reply  with  'aye'  and 
not  'yes.'"  He  then  asked  me  if  I  understood.  I  made  the  mistake  of 
replying  "yes.,  Sergeant."  At  this  point  the  forth  guard  yelled,  "you 
mean  'aye,'  Sergeant." 

(3)  The  harassment  by  the  guards  continued  as  I  was  escorted 
to  my  one  hour  of  recreation.  When  I  arrived  at  the  recreation  room,  I 
was  told  to  stand  still  so  they  could  remove  my  leg  restraints.  As  I 
stood  still,  one  of  the  guards  yelled  "I  told  you  to  stand  still."  I 
replied  "yes  Corporal,  I  am  standing  still."  Another  guard  then  said, 
"you  mean  'aye'  Corporal."  Next,  the  same  guard  said  "I  thought  we 
covered  this,  you  say  'aye'  and  not  'yes, '  do  you  understand?"  I 
responded  "aye  Sergeant."  Right  after  I  replied,  I  was  once  again 
yelled  at  to  "stand  still."  Due  to  being  yelled  at  and  the  intensity 
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of  the  guards,  I  mistakenly  replied,  "yes  Corporal,  I  am  standing 
still."  As  soon  as  I  said  this,  I  attempted  to  correct  myself  by 
saying  "aye"  instead  of  "yes,"  but  it  was  too  late.  One  of  the  guards 
starting  yelling  at  me  again,  "what  don't  you  understand"  and  "are  we 
going  to  have  a  problem?" 

(4)  Once  the  leg  restraints  were  taken  off  of  me,  I  took  a 
step  back  from  the  guards.  My  heart  was  pounding  in  my  chest,  and  I 
could  feel  myself  getting  dizzy.  I  sat  down  to  avoid  falling.  When  I 
did  this,  the  guards  took  a  step  towards  me.  I  instinctively  backed 
away  from  them.  As  soon  as  I  backed  away,  I  could  tell  by  their  faces 
that  they  were  getting  ready  to  restrain  me.  I  immediately  put  my 
hands  up  in  the  air,  and  said  ”1  am  not  doing  anything,  I  am  just 
trying  to  follow  your  orders."  The  guards  then  told  me  to  start 
walking.  I  complied  with  their  order  by  saying  "eye"  instead  of  "yes." 

(5)  I  was  allowed  to  complete  my  hour  of  recreation.  During 
the  hour,  the  guards  did  not  harass  me  further.  The  guards  also  did 
not  harass  me  when  I  was  escorted  back  to  my  cell.  Only  later  did  I 
learn  that  there  had  been  a  protest  outside  the  gates  of  Quantico  the 
previous  day.  (See  http://www.youtube.com/watch7v-x4eNzokgRIw).  The 
rally  was  intended  to  bring  attention  to  the  conditions  of  my 
confinement.  It  is  my  belief  that  my  treatment  on  18  January  2010  by 
the  guards  and  later  by  the  PCF  Commander  was  related  to  this  protest 
and  my  earlier  complaints. 

(6)  After  being  returned  to  my  cell,  I  started  to  read  a  book. 
About  30  minutes  later,  the  PCF  Commander,  CW04  James  Averhart,  came  to 
my  cell.  He  asked  me  what  had  happened  during  my  recreation  call.  As 

I  tried  to  explain  to  him  what  had  occurred,  CW04  Averhart  stopped  me 
and  said  "I  am  the  commander"  and  that  "no  one  could  tell  him  what  to 
do."  He  also  said  that  he  was,  for  all  practical  purposes,  "God."  I 
responded  by  saying  "you  still  have  to  follow  Brig  procedures."  I  also 
said  "everyone  has  a  boss  that  they  have  to  answer  to."  As  soon  as  I 
said  this,  CW04  Averhart  ordered  that  I  be  placed  in  Suicide  Risk 
Status . 


(7)  Admittedly,  once  I  heard  that  I  would  be  placed  under 
Suicide  Risk,  I  became  upset.  Out  of  frustration,  I  placed  my  hands  to 
my  head  and  clenched  my  hair  with  my  fingers.  I  did  yell  "why  are  you 
doing  this  to  me?"  I  also  yelled  "why  am  I  being  punished?"  and  "I 
have  done  nothing  wrong."  I  then  asked  CW04  Averhart  "what  have  I 
done  to  deserve  this  type  of  treatment?" 

(8)  CW04  Averhart  did  not  answer  any  of  my  questions.  He 
instructed  the  guards  to  enter  my  cell  and  take  all  my  clothing.  At 
first  I  tried  to  reason  with  CW04  Averhart  by  telling  him  that  I  had 
been  a  model  detainee  and  by  asking  him  to  just  tell  me  what  he  wanted 
me  to  do  and  that  I  would  do  it.  However,  I  gave  up  trying  to  reason 
with  him  once  the  guards  entered  my  cell  and  ordered  me  to  strip. 
Instead,  I  lowered  my  head  and  starting  taking  off  my  clothes. 

(9)  CW04  Averhart  placed  me  on  Suicide  Risk,  over  the 
recommendation  of  Capt .  Hocter  and  the  defense  forensic  psychiatrist, 
Capt .  Moore.  His  decision  was  also  in  violation  of  Secretary  of  Navy 
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Instruction  ("SECNAVINST")  1649. 9C  Paragraph  4205. 5d.  As  a  result  of 
being  placed  on  Suicide  Risk,  I  was  confined  to  my  cell  for  24  hours  a 
day.  I  was  also  stripped  of  all  clothing  with  the  exception  of  my 
underwear.  Additionally,  my  prescription  eyeglasses  were  taken  away 
from  me.  Due  to  not  having  my  glasses,  I  was  forced  to  sit  in 
essential  blindness  during  the  day.  I  remained  on  Suicide  Risk  until 
21  January  2010.  The  determination  to  place  me  on  Suicide  Risk  was 
without  justification  and  therefore  constitutes  unlawful  pretrial 
punishment . 

c.  That  the  decision  to  strip  me  of  all  my  clothing  at  night  since 
2  March  2011  was  and  continues  to  be  improper. 

(1)  On  March  2,  I  was  informed  of  your  decision  regarding  my 
Article  138  complaint.  Understandably  frustrated  by  this  decision 
after  enduring  over  seven  months  of  unduly  harsh  confinement 
conditions,  I  asked  the  Brig  Operations  Officer,  MSG  Papakie,  what  I 
needed  to  do  in  order  to  be  downgraded  from  Maximum  Custody  and  POI 
Status.  MSG  Papakie  responded  by  telling  me  that  there  was  nothing  I 
could  do  to  downgrade  my  detainee  status  and  that  the  Brig  simply 
considered  me  a  risk  of  self-harm.  Out  of  frustration,  I  responded 
that  the  POI  restrictions  were  absurd  and  sarcastically  told  him  if  I 
really  wanted  to  harm  myself,  that  I  could  conceivably  do  so  with  the 
elastic  waistband  of  my  underwear  or  with  my  flip-flops. 

(2)  Later  that  same  day,  I  was  approached  by  GYSGT  Blenis.  He 
asked  me  what  I  had  done  wrong.  I  told  him  that  I  did  not  know  what  he 
was  talking  about.  He  said  that  I  would  be  stripped  naked  at  night  due 
to  something  that  I  had  said  to  MSG  Papakie.  Shocked,  I  told  him  that 

I  hadn't  said  anything.  I  told  GYSGT  Blenis  that  I  just  pointed  out 
the  absurdity  of  my  current  confinement  conditions. 

(3)  Without  consulting  any  Brig  mental  health  provider.  Chief 
Warrant  Officer  Denise  Barnes  used  my  sarcastic  comment  as 
justification  to  increase  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  me  under  the 
guise  of  being  concerned  that  I  was  a  suicide  risk.  I  was  not, 
however,  placed  under  the  designation  of  Suicide  Risk.  This  is  because 
Suicide  Risk  would  have  required  a  Brig  mental  health  provider's 
recommendation  in  order  for  the  added  restrictions  to  continue.  While 
the  PCF  Commander  needed  the  Brig  Psychiatrist's  recommendation  to  keep 
me  under  Suicide  Risk,  no  such  recommendation  was  needed  in  order  to 
increase  my  restrictions  under  POI  Status.  The  conditions  of  POI 
Status  require  only  psychiatric  input,  but  ultimately  remain  the 
decision  of  the  PCF  Commander. 

(4)  In  response  to  this  specific  incident,  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  met  with  me.  After  speaking  to  me,  he  assessed  me  as  a 
"low  risk  and  requiring  only  routine  outpatient  follow-up  [with]  no 
need  for  ...  closer  clinical  observation."  In  particular,  he  indicated 
that  my  statement  about  the  waist  band  of  my  underwear  was  in  no  way 
prompted  by  "a  psychiatric  condition." 

(5)  Since  2  March  2011,  I  have  been  stripped  of  all  my 
clothing  at  night.  I  have  been  told  that  the  PCF  Commander  intends  on 
continuing  this  practice  indefinitely.  Initially,  after  surrendering 
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my  clothing  to  the  Brig  guards,  I  had  no  choice  but  to  lay  naked  in  my 
cold  jail  cell  until  the  following  morning.  The  next  morning  I  was 
told  to  get  out  of  my  bed  for  the  morning  Duty  Brig  Supervisor  (DBS) 
inspection.  I  was  not  given  any  of  my  clothing  back.  I  got  out  of  the 
bed  and  immediately  started  to  shiver  because  of  how  cold  it  was  in  my 
cell.  I  walked  towards  the  front  of  my  cell  with  my  hands  covering  my 
genitals.  The  guard  told  me  to  stand  a  parade  rest,  which  required  me 
to  stand  with  my  hands  behind  my  back  and  my  legs  spaced  shoulder  width 
apart.  I  stood  at  "parade  rest"  for  about  three  minutes  until  the  DBS 
arrived.  Once  the  DBS  arrived,  everyone  was  called  to  attention.  The 
DBS  and  the  other  guards  walked  past  my  cell.  The  DBS  looked  at  me, 
paused  for  a  moment,  and  then  continued  to  the  next  detainee's  cell.  I 
was  incredibly  embarrassed  at  having  all  these  people  stare  at  me 
naked.  After  the  DBS  completed  his  inspection,  I  was  told  to  go  sit  on 
my  bed.  About  ten  minutes  later  I  was  given  my  clothes  and  allowed  to 
get  dressed. 

(6)  After  apparent  outside  pressure  on  the  Brig  due  to  my 
mistreatment,  I  was  given  a  suicide  prevention  article  of  clothing 
called  a  "smock"  by  the  guards.  Although  I  am  still  required  to  strip 
naked  in  my  cell  at  night,  I  am  now  given  the  "smock"  to  wear.  At 
first,  I  did  not  want  to  wear  this  item  of  clothing  due  to  how  coarse 
it  was  and  how  uncomfortable  it  felt.  However,  the  Brig  now  orders  me 
to  wear  the  "smock"  at  night. 

(7)  Given  the  above  circumstances,  the  decision  to  strip  me  of 
my  clothing  every  night  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time  is  clearly 
punitive  in  nature.  There  is  no  mental  health  justification  for  the 
decision.  I  am  under  24  hour  surveillance,  with  guards  never  being 
more  than  a  few  feet  away  from  my  cell.  I  am  permitted  to  have  my 
underwear  and  clothing  during  the  day,  with  no  apparent  concern  that  I 
will  harm  myself  during  this  time  period.  The  determination  to  strip 
me  of  all  my  clothing  every  night  since  2  March  2011  is  without 
justification  and  therefore  constitutes  unlawful  pretrial  punishment. 

4.  I  have,  both  by  statute  and  the  Eighth  Amendment,  the  right  to 
protection  against  cruel  and  unusual  punishment.  See  United  States  v. 
Matthews,  16  M.J.  354,  368  (CMA  1983);  Article  55,  Uniform  Code  of 
Military  Justice  (UCMJ),  10  U.S.C.  §  855.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
Instruction  1649. 9C  details  the  procedures  and  safeguards  for 
classification  of  inmates,  evaluation  of  inmates  and  the  limited  use  of 
special  quarters.  The  Navy  Instruction  states  "discipline  is  to  be 
administered  on  a  corrective  rather  than  a  punitive  basis." 

Additionally  it  states  "no  persons,  while  being  held  for  trial  may  be 
subjected  to  punishment  or  penalty  other  than  arrest  or  confinement, 
nor  shall  the  arrest  or  confinement  imposed  upon  them  be  any  more 
rigorous  than  the  circumstances  require."  My  confinement 
classification  and  status  are  in  clear  contravention  of  the  Navy 
Instruction . 

5.  Under  my  Current  restrictions,  in  addition  to  being  stripped  at 
night,  I  am  essentially  held  in  solitary  confinement.  For  23  hours  per 
day,  I  sit  alone  in  my  cell.  The  guards  checked  on  me  every  five 
minutes  during  the  day  by  asking  me  if  I  am  okay.  I  am  required  to 
respond  in  some  affirmative  manner.  At  night,  if  the  guards  can  not 
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see  me  clearly,  because  I  have  a  blanket  over  my  head  or  I  am  curled  up 
towards  the  wall,  they  will  wake  me  in  order  to  ensure  that  I  am  okay. 

I  receive  each  of  my  meals  in  my  cell.  I  am  not  allowed  to  have  a 
pillow  or  sheets.  I  am  not  allowed  to  have  any  personal  items  in  my 
cell.  I  am  only  allowed  to  have  one  book  or  one  magazine  at  any  given 
time  to  read.  The  book  or  magazine  is  taken  away  from  me  at  the  end  of 
the  day  before  I  go  to  sleep.  I  am  prevented  from  exercising  in  my 
cell.  If  I  attempt  to  do  push-ups,  sit-ups,  or  any  other  form  of 
exercise  I  am  forced  to  stop  by  the  guards.  Finally,  I  receive  only 
one  hour  of  exercise  outside  of  my  cell  daily.  My  exercise  is  usually 
limited  to  me  walking  figure  eights  in  an  empty  room. 

6.  My  defense  counsel,  Mr.  David  Coombs  (a  reserve  Lieutenant  Colonel 
in  the  Army)  and  I  have  raised  our  objection  to  these  confinement 
conditions  on  multiple  occasions.  Based  on  the  above,  I  believe  that 
the  action  of  holding  me  under  MAX  Custody  and  POI  Status  from  27 
August  2010  to  present,  placing  me  on  Suicide  Risk  on  18  January  2011, 
and  forcing  me  to  strip  naked  at  night  since  2  March  2011  is  wrong 
under  Article  138,  UCMJ.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  PCF  Commander  has 
the  discretion  to  keep  me  in  confinement  under  these  circumstances. 

7.  I  believe  my  classification  custody  and  POI  Status  is  based  upon 
inappropriate  reasons  and  is  therefore  an  abuse  of  the  PCF  Commander's 
discretion,  and  a  wrong  within  the  meaning  of  Article  138,  UCMJ.  As 
redress,  I  request  that  you  order  my  removal  from  POI  Status  and  that 
you  order  the  reduction  of  my  classification  level  from  MAX  to  MDI . 


/s/ 

B.  E.  Manning 
PFC,  US  Army 


I  have  assisted  PFC  Bradley  Manning  with  the  drafting  of  his  request 
for  redress,  and  have  signed  for  him  given  the  present  circumstances. 
I  concur  with  the  matters  he  has  expressed  in  his  rebuttal,  and  join 
him  in  requesting  that  you  order  his  removal  from  POI  Status  and  that 
you  order  a  reduction  in  his  classification  level  from  MAX  to  MDI. 


is! 

D.  E.  Coombs 

Civilian  Defense  Counsel 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 
HEADQUARTERS  COMPANY 
SECURITY  BATTALTION 
2043  BARNETT  AVENUE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5013 


1000 
B  275 
24  Jan  11 

From:  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  James  Averhart  USMC,  Brig  Officer  in  Charge 

To:  Commanding  Officer,  MCB  Quantico,  Va 

Via:  (1)  Commanding  Officer,  Security  Battalion 

Subj :  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  FOR  REDRESS  (ARTICLE  138,  UCMJ)  OF  PFC  BRADLEY 

MANNING  DATED  19  JANUARY  2011 

Ref:  (a)  SECNAVINST  1640.9C 

(b)  Brig  Order  P1640.1C  (Prisoner  Rules  and  Regulations) 

(c)  Article  138,  UCMJ 

Enel:  (1)  DD  Forms  2710,  2711,  Kuwait  confinement  documents 

(2)  CScA  board  Recommendations 

1.  In  the  performance  of  my  duties  as  the  Brig  Officer,  MCB  Quantico,  I  am 
governed  by  references  (a)  through  (c) .  I  have  been  appointed  and  charged  to 
perform  my  duties  in  a  fair,  firm  and  impartial  manner,  while  ensuring  the 
custody  and  safety  of  all  personnel,  be  it  prisoners,  staff  or  visitors. 

2.  In  response  to  the  Article  138  complaint  dated  19  January  2011,  PFC 
Manning  was  initially  confined  at  MCB  Quantico  Brig  on  29  July  2010.  and 
classified  as  a  maximum  custody  detainee  on  suicide  risk  status.  At  the  time 
of  his  initial  confinement,  I  was  the  Brig  Commander.  I  relinquished  command 
on  24  January  20011  pursuant  to  PCS  orders.  During  the  initial  interview, 

PFC  Manning  stated  that  he  has  had  suicidal  thoughts  and  did  make  a  plan  to 
commit  suicide.  PFC  Manning  also  stated  that  he  has  been  diagnosed  with 
depression  and  anxiety  disorder.  During  the  initial  reception  phase,  PFC 
Manning  also  stated  to  the  counselor  that  he  was  a  "woman" .  During  this  phase 
of  confinement,  PFC  Manning  completed  a  DD  form  2710  (Inmate  Background 
Summary)  in  which  he  wrote  "always  planning,  never  acting"  where  asked  if  he 
has  ever  considered  suicide.  See  enclosure  (1) . 

3.  Prior  to  receiving  PFC  Manning,  MCB  Quantico  Brig  received  documentation 
from  the  confinement  facility  in  Kuwait  stating  that  PFC  Manning  became 
unresponsive  to  staff  and  would  have  anxiety  attacks  at  times.  PFC  Manning 
was  placed  on  suicide  watch  while  confined  in  Kuwait  and  was  also  found  to 
have  made  a  noose  out  of  his  bed  sheet.  PFC  Manning  was  evaluated  several 
times  by  mental  health  professionals  while  in  Kuwait  and  found  that  he  was  a 
high  risk  harm  to  himself .  It  was  further  requested  that  PFC  Manning  be 
transferred  to  a  facility  with  specialized  resources  for  his  mental  state. 

4.  During  the  initial  interview  with  his  counselor  in  Quantico,  PFC  Manning 
was  asked  if  he  was  currently  suicidal  to  which  PFC  Manning  replied  "no" . 
During  the  interview,  PFC  Manning  was  asked  about  the  noose  he  made  out  of  a 
bed  sheet.  PFC  Manning  stated  that  he  made  a  noose  out  of  sand  bag  ties,  not 
a  bed  sheet.  The  discrepancy  between  the  documentation  received  and  PFC 
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Manning's  statement  raised  the  concern  of  PFC  Manning's  mental  ability  to 
differentiate  between  a  bed  sheet  or  sand  bag  ties,  or  if  PFC  Manning  made 
multiple  nooses.  Due  to  the  documentation  provided,  PFC  Manning's  verbal  and 
written  statements,  and  the  act  of  making  at  least  one  item  to  commit  suicide 
with,  I  decided  that  PFC  Manning  would  remain  on  suicide  watch.  I  also 
decided  that  PFC  Manning  would  be  classified  as  a  maximum  custody  inmate. 

5.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  inmates  requiring  immediate  and  continuous 
supervision  or  requiring  special  custodial  supervision  will  be  classified  as 
a  maximum  custody  detainee.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  inmates  who  have 
threatened  suicide  or  have  made  a  suicide  gesture  but  are  found  fit  for 
confinement  may  be  placed  within  special  quarters  under  continuous 
observation  while  in  the  category  of  suicide  risk.  The  following  are 
requirements  stated  in  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C: 

(a)  Supervision  must  be  immediate  and  continuous.  A  DD  509,  Inspection 
Record  of  Prisoner  in  Segregation,  shall  be  posted  by  the  cell  door  and 
appropriate  entries  made  at  least  every  15  minutes. 

(b)  They  shall  not  be  assigned  to  work  details  outside  the  cell. 

(c)  They  shall  be  assigned  to  the  most  secure  quarters. 

(d)  Two  or  more  staff  members  shall  be  present  when  maximum  custody 
inmates  are  out  of  their  cells. 

(e)  Maximum  custody  prisoners  shall  wear  restraints  at  all  times  when 
outside  the  maximum- security  area  and  be  escorted  by  at  least  two  escorts. 

(f)  The  Brig  OIC  may  direct  removal  of  clothing  when  deemed  necessary. 

(e)  Inmates  must  be  under  observation  of  a  supervisor  of  the  same  sex. 

(f)  Prisoner  must  be  under  observation  of  a  supervisor  of  the  same  sex. 

(g)  Such  prisoners  shall  be  berthed  in  special  quarters  and  physically 
checked  every  5  minutes. 

6.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  inmates  in  a  maximum  custody  status  require  two 
escorts  at  all  times  while  outside  of  their  cell.  While  outside  of  the  cell, 
maximum  custody  inmates  will  normally  wear  full  restraints  i.e.  leg 
restraints,  hand  restraints  and  a  restraint  belt.  The  Brig  OIC  may  authorize 
less  form  of  restraint  or  additional  escorts  when  necessary.  Normally  less 
form  of  restraint  is  authorized  while  showering,  participating  in 
recreational  activities,  medical  exams  or  in  a  court  room.  While  a  maximum 
custody  inmate  is  outside  of  a  secured  area,  the  facility  will  commence  a 
lockdown  until  the  inmate  is  returned  to  a  secured  area.  No  other  inmates  are 
allowed  to  move  throughout  the  facility  while  a  maximum  custody  inmate  is 
outside  of  a  secured  area.  At  no  time  will  two  maximum  custody  inmates  be 
outside  of  a  secured  area  at  any  time.  Due  to  this  requirement,  maximum 
custody  inmates  do  not  co-mingle  with  other  inmates  during  recreation  or 
group  activities.  Maximum  custody  inmates  are  not  prohibited  from  speaking 
with  inmates  in  other  cells  provided  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  good 
order  and  discipline  of  the  facility. 

7.  On  30  July  2010,  CAPT  Hoctor,  the  Brig  Psychiatrist,  made  his  first 
assessment  of  PFC  Manning  and  recommended  PFC  Manning  remain  on  suicide 
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watch.  The  Brig  Psychiatrist  also  stated  that  PFC  Manning  should  not  have 
access  to  bootlaces,  trash  bags,  belts  etc.  One  week  later  on  6  August  2010, 
the  Brig  Psychiatrist  recommended  that  PFC  Manning  be  removed  from  suicide 
watch  and  placed  on  prevention  of  injury.  On  27  August  2010,  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist  recommended  PFC  Manning  be  removed  of  all  suicidal  precautions 
because  no  suicidal  thoughts  were  reported.  The  Brig  Psychiatrist  also  noted 
that  PFC  Manning  had  an  average  toleration  to  frustration  and  stress.  During 
following  reviews  made  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist,  it  was  noted  that  PFC 
Manning  sometimes  had  a  low  toleration  for  frustration  and  stress  and  at 
other  times  PFC  Manning  had  an  average  toleration  for  frustration  and  stress. 
Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  a  low  toleration  for  frustration  and  stress  is  a 
factor  for  determining  if  maximum  custody  is  warranted.  Due  to  the  short 
period  of  time  since  PFC  Manning  made  a  noose,  PFC  Manning's  written  and 
verbal  statements  on  planning  to  harm  himself,  the  short  timeframe  between 
the  Brig  Psychiatrists'  recommendation  for  PFC  Manning  to  be  on  suicide  risk 
and  removal  of  all  precautions  and  the  fluctuations  of  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist's  evaluations,  it  was  determined  that  PFC  Manning  remain  in  a 
prevention  of  injury  status  for  his  own  safety.  He  also  remained  in  a  maximum 
custody  classification. 

8.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  a  Classification  and  Assignment  (C&A)  board  shall 
be  established  and  will  be  responsible  for  establishing  the  individual 
prisoner's  program  upon  completion  of  orientation.  This  board  shall  be 
composed,  at  a  minimum,  of  the  next  senior  staff  member  to  the  Brig  OIC,  or 
designated  representative,  one  senior  staff  member  from  security,  one  from 
programs,  and  any  other  members  appointed  by  the  Brig  OIC.  Representatives 
from  outside  the  confinement  facility,  including  staff  specialists,  such  as  a 
psychologist  or  chaplain,  may  be  appointed  to  the  board.  Inmates  may  appear 
before  this  board  to  discuss  their  program  or  changes  thereto  if  considered 
necessary.  The  C&A  Board’s  recommendations  shall  be  recorded  and  signed  by 
the  Brig  OIC  or  designated  representative  as  approving  officer,  when 
circumstances  indicate  necessity  for  immediate  action,  the 
Brig  OIC  or  designated  representative  may  make  changes  in  custody, 
classification,  etc.,  without  board  action.  Changes  shall  be  a  part  of  the 
agenda  of  the  next  C&A  board  meeting. 

Currently  the  C&A  Board  is  comprised  of  the  Programs  Chief,  Senior  Counselor, 
Operations  Chief,  Admin  Chief,  Security  Operations  Chief  or  the  Duty  Brig 
Supervisor.  The  C&A  Board  consists  of  three  voting  members  and  a  recorder. 

The  C&A  Board's  recommendation  is  normally  forwarded  to  the  Brig  OIC  for 
approval.  PFC  Manning's  classification  and  status  is  reviewed  by  the  C&A 
Board  weekly.  An  evaluation  by  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  is  normally  conducted 
prior  to  the  C&A  Board's  convening  and  his  recommendation  is  forwarded  to  the 
C&A  Board.  I  make  a  final  determination  regarding  an  inmate's  classification 
and  status  based  upon  the  C&A  board's  recommendation  and  my  personal 
observations  and  experience.  The  proceedings  of  the  C&A  boards  for  PFC 
Manning  are  attached  as  enclosure  (2) . 

Until  18  January  2011,  CAPT  William  Hocter  was  assigned  as  the  Brig 
Psychiatrist.  Colonel  Ricky  Malone,  an  Army  psychiatrist,  had  been  consulted 
by  CAPT  Hocter.  Col  Malone  did  not  make  a  recommendation  to  the  C&A  Board,  as 
he  is  not  a  member  of  the  Brig  staff  and  only  a  consultant  of  CAPT  Hoctor. 

During  CAPT  Hocter' s  tenure,  he  has  also  consulted  CAPT  Brian  Moore,  who  the 
defense  has  now  identified  as  a  member  of  PFC  Manning's  defense  team.  This 
information  was  not  provided  to  the  correction  facility  previously  and  is,  in 
my  opinion,  a  conflict  of  interest.  It  cannot  be  determined  to  what  extent 
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CAPT  Moore's  opinions  affected  CAPT  Hoctor's  recommendations.  However,  I 
feel  it  is  important  that  this  relationship  be  highlighted  for  the  record. 

9.  Upon  PFC  Manning's  initial  confinement  in  Quantico,  he  was  placed  on 
suicide  risk  status  until  11  August  2010,  when  he  was  placed  on  prevention  of 
injury  status.  Both  SR  and  POI  status  require  maximum  security  custody. 
Inmates  on  SR  or  POI  status  are  not  denied  any  privileges  or  rights .  For  the 
purpose  of  safety  and  security,  the  Brig  OIC  may  restrict  certain  privileges 
for  inmates  in  SR  or  POI  status. 

a.  Clothing. 

(1)  Inmates  on  SR  status  are  normally  clothed  in  only  underwear  and 
shower  shoes  and  provided  with  one  tear  proof  security  blanket.  A  second 
blanket  is  provided  after  taps. 

(2)  Inmates  on  POI  status  are  normally  clothed  in  seasonal  PT  gear 

|  and  shower  shoes  and  provided  with  one  security  blanket.  During  hours  after 
taps,  the  inmate  is  clothed  in  only  underwear  and  given  one  additional 
security  blanket. 

b.  Bedding. 

(1)  Inmates  on  SR  or  POI  status  are  not  provided  with  bed  sheets  or  a 
pillow,  but  are  provided  with  the  same  type  of  mattress  as  all  other  inmates. 

(2)  Due  to  the  extended  amount  of  time  PFC  Manning  has  been  placed  on 
POI  status,  a  safety  mattress  was  acquired  from  the  Rappahannock  County  Jail. 
This  is  a  is  a  one  piece  mattress  with  a  built  in  pillow. 

c.  Personal  effects /hygiene  items. 

(1)  During  daylight  hours,  inmates  on  SR  or  POI  status  maintain  all 
personal  items  in  an  adjacent  cell,  with  the  exception  of  the  clothing  being 
worn,  one  book  and  one  copy  of  rules  and  regulations.  Hygiene  items,  to 
include  toilet  paper,  are  only  given  to  the  inmate  during  hygiene  call  or  as 
needed.  No  inmate,  regardless  of  custody  or  classification,  is  authorized  to 
maintain  shoes  or  boots  while  inside  of  his  cell.  Inmates  are  only  given 
razors  at  reveille  and  they  are  returned  to  the  Special  Quarters  supervisor 
immediately  after  shaving. 

d.  Correspondence  time/phone  calls. 

(1)  Inmates  on  SR  or  POI  status  are  not  denied  correspondence  or 
phone  privileges.  Inmates,  regardless  of  custody  or  classification,  are  only 
allowed  to  make  phone  calls  or  write  letters  during  free  time  as  outlined  in 
the  plan  of  the  day  (POD) .  The  only  restriction  to  an  inmate  on  SR  or  POI 
status  concerning  correspondence  material  is  the  length  of  time. 

(2)  Until  27  October  2010,  inmates  on  SR  or  POI  status  received 
correspondence  material  for  one  hour  daily  during  free  time.  Due  to  the 
extended  duration  of  PFC  Manning's  POI  status,  I  authorized  this  time  to  be 
extended  by  one  hour.  All  inmates  are  afforded  the  same  opportunity  and 
duration  to  make  personal  phone  calls. 

(3)  All  inmates  are  afforded  the  same  opportunity  to  speak  with  their 
parent  command  or  attorney  via  government  phone.  Inmates  are  required  to 
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submit  a  DD  510  to  their  counselor  stating  the  nature  of  their  request.  Their 
counselor  or  designated  staff  member  will  normally  respond  to  their  request 
within  three  business  days  and  make  every  attempt  to  get  the  inmate  in 
contact  with  the  requested  party.  PFC  Manning  is  routinely  placed  on  the 
phone  with  his  attorney  approximately  two  times  a  week  for  approximately  45 
minutes . 
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e.  Visitation. 

(1)  All  inmates,  regardless  of  custody  or  classification,  are 
required  to  receive  a  command  visit  weekly.  If  this  requirement  is  not  met,  a 
staff  memher  from  the  Programs  section  makes  liaison  with  the  inmates  command 
and  informs  them  of  their  deficiency. 

(2)  All  inmates,  regardless  of  custody,  are  allowed  to  receive 
personal  visits  on  weekends  or  holidays  as  the  POD  states.  The  only  inmates 
denied  personal  visits  are  those  in  a  disciplinary  segregation  or  loss  of 
privileges  status.  The  only  limitation  placed  on  maximum  custody  inmates  is 
that  they  must  meet  with  their  visitors  in  a  non-contact  booth.  This 
limitation  is  only  due  to  the  requirement  of  a  facility  lockdown  while  a 
maximum  custody  inmate  is  outside  of  a  secured  area. 

(3)  All  inmates  are  allowed  to  receive  legal  visits  during  normal 
business  hours.  Exceptions  to  these  hours  may  be  made  upon  prior  request  of 
the  visiting  party.  All  legal  visits  are  conducted  in  a  non-contact  booth. 

f.  Television/recreation. 

(1)  Inmates  are  only  allowed  to  watch  television  during  free  time  as 
prescribed  in  the  POD.  There  is  one  television  in  the  recreation  room  located 
in  the  housing  area  and  another  on  a  cart.  The  television  in  the  day  room  is 
used  by  all  general  population  inmates.  The  television  on  the  cart  is  used  by 
all  maximum  custody  inmates.  The  cart  is  rolled  in  front  of  the  inmate's  cell 
during  authorized  television  viewing  hours.  The  viewing  time  is  dependent 
upon  the  number  of  maximum  custody  inmates  being  housed  at  one  time.  PFC 
Manning  is  currently  the  only  maximum  custody  inmate  and  may  view  television 
from  his  cell  during  free  time.  There  are  no  viewing  restrictions  placed  on 
maximum  custody  inmates .  The  only  exception  to  this  was  when  it  was  reported 
on  the  news  that  PFC  Manning  had  committed  suicide.  When  this  was  reported, 
PFC  Manning  was  not  allowed  to  view  the  news.  The  duration  of  TV  time  may 
fluctuate  depending  on  how  many  maximum  custody  inmates  are  present.  If  more 
than  one  is  present,  they  share  the  TV  on  the  cart. 

(2)  All  inmates  are  authorized  one  hour  of  recreation  call  daily. 
Maximum  custody  inmates  conduct  recreation  call  individually  in  a  secured 
area  inside  the  recreation  yard.  While  in  this  secured  area,  the  inmate's 
restraints  are  removed.  During  inclement  weather  or  when  the  temperature  is 
below  32  degrees,  recreation  call  is  conducted  indoors. 

(3)  Because  the  indoor  recreation  area  is  not  a  secured  area, 
restraints  are  not  normally  removed  from  maximum  custody  inmates.  All 
inmates,  unless  in  a  SR,  POI  or  disciplinary  status  are  allowed  to  exercise 
while  in  their  cells  provided  that  it  does  not  disrupt  the  good  order  and 
discipline  of  the  facility.  Due  to  the  extended  period  of  time  that  PFC 
Manning  has  been  in  a  SR  or  POI  status,  and  not  allowed  to  exercise  within 
his  cell,  I  authorized  PFC  Manning's  restraints  to  be  removed  while 
conducting  recreation  call  inside  although  he  is  not  in  a  secured  area. 
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Within  this  recreation  area,  there  are  stationary  bicycles ,  elliptical 
machines,  weight  training  equipment,  treadmills  and  stair  masters.  There  is  a 
foosball  table  and  ping  pong  tables  that  may  be  set  up  so  he  does  not  need 
another  inmate  to  participate.  PFC  Manning  is  allowed  to  choose  his  activity 
but  chooses  to  walk  in  circles  or  figure  eights  on  his  own  free  will.  He  will 
occasionally  do  push-ups,  crunches  and  sit-ups  on  a  mat  that  is  provided.  On 
several  occasions  he  has  requested  that  his  recreation  call  be  secured  early 
and  that  he  be  returned  to  his  cell.  When  he  makes  this  request,  he  is 
escorted  back  to  his  cell  and  asked  to  provide  a  written  statement  saying 
that  he  chose  to  have  his  recreation  call  secured  early.  PFC  Manning  has 
provided  a  couple  of  these  statements  but  has  also  refused  as  well. 

10.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  there  must  be  periodic  bed  checks  of  all  inmates 
at  night.  Per  prisoner  rules  and  regulations,  inmates  are  not  authorized  to 
cover  their  entire  face  with  blankets  while  sleeping.  Inmates  are  not  to  be 
awakened  for  the  purpose  of  bed  checks,  however  positive  identification  must 
be  made  if  no  part  of  an  inmate  is  visible.  The  only  way  for  this  to  be 
possible  is  to  either  awaken  the  inmate  or  instruct  him  to  uncover  his  face 
or  have  the  cell  opened,  enter  and  uncover  the  inmate  which  is  a  risk  to 
staff  safety  and  not  authorized. 

11.  Recent  Incidents:  On  18  January  2011,  PFC  Manning  had  what  appeared  as 
an  anxiety  attack  in  the  recreation  room  as  his  restraints  were  being 
removed.  PFC  Manning  fell  to  the  floor  and  was  caught  by  two  staff  members 
which  softened  his  fall.  PFC  Manning  then  pulled  away  from  the  staff  members 
and  ran  behind  an  exercise  machine  appearing  to  cry.  After  PFC  Manning  gained 
his  composure  he  was  allowed  to  continue  his  recreation  call  after  speaking 
with  the  operations  chief  who  authorized  the  continued  recreation  call.  Later 
the  same  date,  PFC  Manning  became  agitated  when  speaking  to  the  Brig 
Supervisor  and  the  Brig  OIC.  While  I  was  conducting  my  daily  rounds  in 
Special  Quarters,  I  spoke  to  PFC  Manning  as  always  while  observing  his 
actions.  Initially  he  appeared  to  be  physically  okay.  I  asked  him  how  he  was 
doing  and  he  replied  'fine  sir".  I  then  asked  PFC  Manning  was  he  sure?  He 
said  'yes  sir" .  I  questioned  detainee  Manning  regarding  reports  from  Brig 
Staff  in  which  detainee  Manning  became  anxious  and  exhibited  labored 
breathing  during  recreation  call.  I  then  asked  PFC  Manning  about  the  incident 
of  falling  while  at  recreation  call.  PFC  Manning  stated  that  he  became  light 
headed.  I  again  asked  him  how  was  he  feeling  and  he  began  yelling, 
stuttering,  and  flailing  his  arms.  PFC  Manning  began  to  yell  out  that  he 
wanted  to  go  home.  He  asked,  "Why  did  all  those  Marines  show  up*.  He  also 
yelled  out  "why  are  you  psycho-analyzing  me?"  PFC  Manning  also  said  "why  are 
you  staring  at  me?"  He  then  said  "stop  yelling  at  me".  I  instructed  PFC 
Manning  to  relax  and  calm  down.  I  also  instructed  him  to  sit  down  on  the  rack 
and  breathe.  PFC  Manning  said  he  wanted  to  go  home  and  began  physically 
striking  himself  in  the  head  very  violently  and  aggressively.  Due  to  PFC 
Manning's  actions,  which  caused  an  immediate  concern,  I  directed  the  Brig 
Supervisor  to  "special  move"  PFC  Manning's  status  and  ordered  that  he  be 
placed  back  in  a  suicide  risk  status.  After  PFC  Manning's  outburst,  and 
physical  contact  to  himself,  the  Brig  Psychiatrist  was  contacted  and  asked  to 
meet  with  PFC  Manning.  After  PFC  Manning  was  informed  that  he  was  going  to  be 
placed  in  a  suicide  risk  status,  PFC  Manning  began  to  attempt  to  negotiate  to 
not  be  placed  on  this  status  and  delayed  in  giving  the  requested  clothing 
items.  He  was  initially  non-compliant  and  refused  to  give  the  clothing  items 
to  the  Brig  Supervisor  when  asked.  When  I  noticed  that  PFC  Manning  was  being 
noncompliant  I  ordered  the  dialogue  and  actions  to  be  videotaped.  Once  PFC 
Manning  noticed  that  he  was  being  videotaped,  he  immediately  became  compliant 
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and  provided  the  clothing  item  as  requested.  He  also  calmed  down  but 
continued  to  comment  about  not  wanting  to  be  on  SR  and  POI . 

12.  Prior  to  the  arrival  of  Dr.  Hoctor,  I  directed  that  PFC  Manning  remain  in 
this  status  until  20  January  2011  and,  provided  that  PFC  Manning's  actions  do 
not  continue,  that  he  be  reviewed  by  the  C&A  board  at  that  time.  CAPT  Hocter 
and  CAPT  Moore  met  with  PFC  Manning  on  the  same  date  and  recommended  that  PFC 
Manning  be  placed  on  a  24  hour  POI  status.  PFC  Manning  was  removed  from  SR 
status  on  20  January  2011  and  assigned  on  POI  status. 

13.  On  21  January  2011,  I  received  a  DD  510  from  PFC  Manning  requesting  that 
he  be  taken  off  of  maximum  custody  and  POI  status.  This  request  was  dated  7 
January  2011.  PFC  Manning  was  reviewed  by  the  C&A  Board  on  21  January  2011 
and  was  allowed  to  appear  before  the  board.  The  C&A  Board  recommended  that 
PFC  Manning  remain  .classified  as  a  maximum  custody  inmate  in  prevention  of 
injury  status  due  to  previous  written  and  verbal  statements,  suicidal 
ideations  and  statements  that  he  made  to  the  members  of  the  C&A  Board. 

Although  PFC  Manning  denied  any  suicidal  thoughts  or  feelings,  PFC  Manning 
also  implied  that  he  may  not  be  completely  truthful.  When  asked  about  the 
date  of  7  January  2011  as  the  date  of  submission  on  the  DD510,  PFC  Manning 
just  looked  at  me  and  stated  that  it  is  possible  for  his  dates  to  be  off  and 
provided  no  further  explanation.  I  denied  his  request  that  he  taken  off 

maximum  custody  and  POI  status.  This  is  the  only  time  he  has  formally  ! 

requested  that  I  take  such  action  through  the  DD  510  process.  This  is  the 
grievance  that  PFC  Manning  identifies  in  paragraph  6  of  his  complaint. 

14.  Since  initial  confinement,  PFC  Manning  has  displayed  unusual  behavior 
causing  me  concern.  There  has  been  unusual  behavior  such  as  waking  up  and 
licking  the  cell  bars,  sleep  walking,  sword  fighting,  playing  peek-a-boo  in 
the  mirror,  waking  up  at  night  talking,  simulated  lifting  weights,  talking, 
mumbling  and  giggling  at  himself,  beating  on  his  chest,  and  rock  star -head 
banging  simulation.  Since  confinement,  PFC  Manning  has  also  violated  prisoner 
rules  and  regulations  by  not  following  instructions.  He  has  received  a 
negative  hard  card  entry  for  disobedience  and  several  counseling  for  failure 
to  follow  instructions.  Although  minor  in  nature,  all  prisoners  are  required 
to  follow  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  facility.  I  have  not  imposed  any 
disciplinary  segregation,  but  these  incidents  do  cause  me  continuing  concern 
regarding  his  safety  and  intentions. 

15.  In  this  facility,  all  prisoners  and  detainees  are  berthed  in  Special 

Quarters.  A  living  area  comprised  of  30  individual  cells  with  each  cell  I 

dimension  size  of  6x8x8.  Each  cell  has  one  toilet,  rack,  sink  and  water 
faucet.  The  Quantico  base  pretrial  confinement  facility  does  not  have 
solitary  confinement.  It  does  have  a  disciplinary  segregation  unit.  Since 
confinement  PFC  Manning  has  been  berthed  in  Special  Quarters  in  cell  #192. 

16.  As  the  Brig  OIC  with  over  20  years  of  correction  experience,  I 
understand  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  billet  which  I  am  assigned. 

I  am  charged  with  the  security,  custody  and  control  of  all  inmates  in  my 
custody  while  remaining  firm,  fair  and  impartial.  At  no  time  have  I  acted  out 
of  the  scope  of  my  duties  or  abused  the  authority  given  to  me  per  the 
directives  that  govern  my  decisions  regarding  PFC  Manning.  Due  to  PFC 
Manning's  continuous,  sporadic,  unusual  behavior,  written  and  verbal 
statements,  past  suicidal  ideations  and  gestures,  it  is  my  professional 
opinion  that  prevention  of  injury  status  is  currently  necessary  to  ensure  PFC 
Manning's  personal  safety,  as  well  as  the  safety  of  other  prisoners  and 
staff.  Further,  it  is  my  professional  opinion  that  PFC  Manning's  maximum 
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custody  classification  s  justified  based  upon  his  charges,  national  security 
concerns  and  his  behavior  while  in  the  facility.  At  all  times  my  decisions 
have  been  guided  by  recommendations  from  the  Brig  staff,  the  C&A  board,  and 
mental  health  providers  and  also  through  interactions  with  PFC  Manning. 
However,  I  must  make  the  final  determination  based  upon  my  judgment  and 
experience  and  have  continued  to  do  so. 
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SECOND  ENDORSEMENT  on  PFC  Manning's  ltr  of  10  Mar  11 

From:  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  James  Averhart  (Respondent) 

To:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico,  Virginia 

Via:  (1)  Commanding  Officer,  Security  Battalion 

Subj  :  REBUTTAL  TO  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY 
PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  JAGMAN ,■ chapter  III 

1.  Readdressed  and  forwarded.  I  have  reviewed  the  general  court- 
martial  convening  authority's  record  of  proceedings  and  PFC  Manning's 
rebuttal  as  well  as  the  records  pertaining  to  the  incident  on  18 
January  2011. 

2.  I  executed  a  permanent  change  of  station  transfer  on  7  February 
2011  to  the  Navy  Brig  in  Norfolk,  Virginia. 


3  .  My  decision  to  place  PFC  Manning  on  suicide  risk  was  based  upon  my 
observations  of  his  conduct  on  18  January  2011.  I  was  concerned  for 
his  safety  after  he  displayed  extreme  anxiety  over  his  situation.  As 
the  facility  commander,  I  had  frequent  interactions  with  PFC  Manning. 
His  behavior  on  18  January  was  unusual.  Given  his  self  disclosed 
history  of  planning  suicide  and  my  observations  of  his  behavior,  I  was 
concerned  for  his  safety  and  placed  him  in  a  suicide  risk  status .  The 
conversation  he  describes  in  paragraph  b. (6)  in  his  rebuttal  did  not 
occur.  Had  he  spoken  to  me  in  that  manner,  I  would  have  made  a 
discipline  report  on  him  for  insubordination  and  staff  harassment. 
Further,  as  an  assistant  minister  in  my  church,  I  would  never  refer  to 
myself  as  "God".  I  find  that  comment  to  be  offensive.  I  was  aware 
that  that  there  had  been  a  corrective  dialogue  between  Manning  and  the 
staff  at  recreation  call.  My  purpose  in  talking  to  him  was  to  find 
out  what  had  happened.  It  was  during  this  conversation  that  he  began 
to  act  out  and  also  to  physically  hit  himself  in  the  head,  he  became 
upset  and  began  to  stutter.  I  was  extremely  concerned  over  this 
outburst.  I  took  immediate  action  to  protect  him  from  self  harm,  He 
was  placed  under  constant  watch  and  his  clothing  was  removed  from  his 
cell.  He  was  initially  non-compliant  when  the  Brig  supervisor  asked 
for  his  clothing,  but  when  he  saw  we  were  prepared  to  enter  his  cell, 
and  when  he  saw  that  we  were  videoing  the  exchange,  he  became 
compliant.  He  was  allowed  to  retain  his  underwear.  The  facility 
mental  health  provider  met  with  Manning  that  day  for  a  short  time  and 
recommended  he  be  placed  on  POI.  I  removed  Manning  from  suicide  risk 
two  days  later.  My  decision  was  not  connected  to  protest  activity 
outside  the  base  as  alleged  by  PFC  Manning.  I  acted  within  my 
discretion  and  in  the  best  interest  of  ensuring  PFC  Manning's  safety. 
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4.  PFC  Manning's  classification  as  a  maximum  custody  detainee  was 
reviewed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  PCF  staff  provided  me  a  consistent 
recommendation  that  PFC  Manning  by  classified  as  a  maximum  custody 
detainee  and  I  concurred.  I  considered  the  seriousness  of  the  alleged 
offenses,  the  national  security  aspects  of  his  case,  PFC  Manning's 
self  disclosed  suicidal  ideations,  his  family  situation,  his  mental 
health,  my  observations  of  his  behavior  and  the  recommendations  of  the 
staff  in  reaching  my  decision.  These  factors  were  balanced  against 
his  conduct  as  a  detainee  within  the  facility  which  was  overall 
average  to  above  average.  The  weight  that  I  gave  each  factor  was 
matter  within  my  discretion.  I  believe  that  maximum  custody  was  the 
appropriate  classification  in  light  of  all  of  the  information 
available . 
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FIRST  ENDORSEMENT  on  CW04  Averhart's  ltr  1000  B  275  of  24  Jan  11 
From:  Commanding  Officer,  Security  Battalion 


To:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico 


Subj :  RESPONSE  TO  REQUEST  FOR  REDRESS  (ARTICLE  138,  UCMJ)  OF 

PFC  BRADLEY  MANNINIG  DATED  19  JANUARY  2011 

1.  Forwarded.  I  have  reviewed  the  subject  complaint  and  Chief 
Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart's  response.  I  have  been  personally 
briefed  on  PFC  Manning's  confinement  conditions  regularly 
throughout  the  duration  of  his  confinement.  Given  his  almost 
daily  interactions  with  PFC  Manning  and  the  direct  input  he 
receives  from  the  Brig  staff.  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart  is 
in  the  best  position  to  ensure  the  safety  and  welfare  of  PFC 
Manning.  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart's  classification  and 
assignment  decisions  in  this  case  have  been  appropriate  and 
within  applicable  regulations.  I  recommend  the  request  for 
redress  be  denied. 


ManningB_0001 1 354 


© 


o 


ATTACHMENT  18 


Q 

0 


5800 
B052 

MAR  0 1  2011 

From:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base,  Quantico,  Virginia 

To:  Private  First  Class  Bradley  Manning  US  Army 

Subj :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY  PRIVATE 

FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 


UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 


Ref:  (a)  Article  138,  UCMJ 

(b)  JAGMAN,  Chapter  III- 

(c)  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C  (Navy  Corrections  Manual) 

(d)  PCF  SOP  of  1  Jul  10 


Enel: 


(1)  Original  complaint  with  enclosures  and  endorsements 

(2)  CW05  Galiviz'  review  of  23  Feb  11 

(3)  Classification  and  Assignment  Requests 

(4)  MCBQ  DepIG's  ltr  of  28  Dec  10 

(5)  Charge  preferred  5  Jul  10 


1.  In  accordance  with  references  (a)  and  (b) ,  enclosures  (1)  through 
(5)  are  provided.  In  my  capacity  as  the  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico 
("MCBQ")  Commander,  I  am  responsible  for  the  operation  of  the  MCBQ 
Pretrial  Confinement  Facility  ("PCF") .  The  PCF  Commander  is  assigned 
to  Security  Battalion,  MCBQ  and  falls  under  my  general  court-martial 
jurisdiction. 


2.  Although  confined  in  the  MCB  PCF,  the  Army  retains  command 
authority  over  you.  In  this  context,  the  PCF  Commander  is  not  your 
"commanding  officer"  as  that  term  is  normally  applied.  However,  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraph  0302. a  of  reference  (b) ,  I  have  determined 
that  the  PCF  Commander  did  make  the  decisions  that  are  the  subject  of 
this  complaint  and  that  your  Army  chain  of  command  is  unlikely  to  be 
in  a  position  to  afford  you  the  relief  requested.  Accordingly,  as  the 
general  court-martial  convening  authority  over  the  PCF  Commander,  I  am 
processing  this  complaint  in  accordance  with  the  references,  to  do 
otherwise  would  effectively  thwart  your  ability  to  petition  for 
redress  unless  or  until  your  charges  are  referred  to  a  court-martial. 

3.  Your  complaint  in  enclosure  (1)  was  not  submitted  in  the  format 
required  by  Appendix  A- 3- a  of  reference  (b)  nor  does  it  contain  all  of 
the  required  information.  However,  pursuant  to  my  authority  under 
paragraph  0306  of  reference  (b),  I  am  waiving  the  defects  in  format 
and  information.  A  copy  of  the  response  from  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4 
James  Averhart,  the  respondent,  and  forwarding  endorsement  was 
provided  to  you  on  4  February  2011. 

4.  To  assist  in  evaluating  your  complaint,  I  requested  a  review  of 
the  decisions  made  by  the  PCF  Commander  in  this  case.  This  review  was 
conducted  by  a  senior  corrections  specialist  in  the  Marine  Corps, 
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Chief  Warrant  Officer  5  Abel  Galaviz.  CW05  Galaviz  is  not  a  part  of 
MCBQ  and  is  assigned  to  Headquarters,  U.  S.  Marine  Corps.  His  review 
is  documented  in  enclosure  (2) . 


5.  In  enclosure  (1),  you  make  the  following  allegations: 

a.  That  the  decision  to  classify  you  as  a  maximum  custody  ("MAX") 
detainee  was  improper. 

b.  That  the  decision  to  place  you  on  suicide  risk  was  improper. 

c.  That  the  decision  to  place  you  and  retain  you  in  a  prevention 
of  injury  ("POI")  status  was  improper. 

6.  Regarding  the  allegations  in  paragraph  5,  above,  I  have  made  the 
following  determinations: 

a.  The  decision  to  classify  you  as  a  MAX  detainee  was 
appropriate. 

(1)  Classification  of  prisoners  is  governed  by  reference  (c) . 
Classification  criteria  are  set  forth  in  paragraph  4202  of  reference 
(c)  and  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  assaultive  behavior,  serious 
criminal  record  (convicted  or  alleged) ,  low  tolerance  of  frustration, 
poor  home  conditions  or  family  relationships,  mental  evaluations 
indicating  serious  neurosis  or  psychosis,  demonstrated  pattern  of  poor 
judgment,  and  length  or  potential  length  of  sentence..  The  charge 
sheet  available  to  the  PCF  upon  confinement  alleged  breaches  of 
security  regulations  and  the  leakage  of  classified  documents  involving 
national  security. 

(2)  Upon  initial  confinement  in  the  MCBQ  PCF  on  29  July  2010, 
you  were  evaluated  by  the  duty  brig  supervisor  ("DBS") .  The  DBS 
reviewed  the  DD  From  2710,  inmate  background  summary,  and  completed  a 
DD  Form  2711,  initial  custody  classification.  Although  the  initial 
score  was  a  "5",  the  DBS  overrode  the  score  and  indicated  that  he  had 
considered  your  previous  suicide  watch  as  the  primary  factor  in  his 
override  decision. 


(3)  On  30  July  2010,  the  PCF  Classification  and  Assignment 
Board  ("C&A  Board")  reviewed  the  intake  documentation  and  initial 
classification  and  assignment  utilizing  Brig  Form  4200  and  concurred 
that  you  be  classified  a  MAX  detainee  and  assigned  a  detail  of 
indoctrination/suicide  risk.  See  enclosure  (3) .  In  addition,  the  PCF 
mental  health  care  provider  provided  input.  The  PCF  Commander 
concurred  in  this  classification  and  assignment.  Although  the  C&A 
board  did  not  check  any  of  the  boxes  on  the  Brig  Form  4200,  it  is 

clear  from  my  review  that  the  C&A  Board  reviewed  all  available 

documentation  in  reaching  its  unanimous  decision  that  you  be 

classified  as  a  MAX  detainee,  including  your  previous  classification 

and  assignment  at  the  confinement  facility  in  Kuwait.  A  review  of  the 
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intake  documents  reveal  that  many  of  the  classification  criteria 
listed  in  paragraph  4202  of  reference  (c)  as  factors  to  be  considered 
in  assessing  higher  custody  classifications  were  present.  Although 
your  mental  state  was  a  primary  concern  and  focus,  it  was  not  the  only 
factor  justifying  MAX  custody.  You  are  facing  serious  charges 
involving  wrongfully  accessing  and  transferring  classified  information 
and  a  maximum  punishment  of  52  years  confinement  and  a  dishonorable 
discharge . 

(4)  Enclosure  (2)  reviewed  the  classification  decisions  made 
by  CW04  Averhart  and  concluded  that  he  did  not  abuse  his  discretion  in 
classifying- you  as  a  MAX  detainee. 

(5)  The  ultimate  decision  on  classification  rests  with  the 
PCF  Commander.  He  is  in  the  best  position  to  make  this  decision  given 
his  experience,  his  interaction  with  you,  his  observations  of  your 
behavior  and  his  close  working  relationship  with  his  staff.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  CW04  Averhart  abused  his  discretion  or  failed  to 
follow  applicable  regulations  in  making  this  decision.  The  only  other 
available  classification  for  a  pretrial  detainee  is  Medium-Inside 
(MDI) .  MAX  was  clearly  the  appropriate  classification  in  your  case. 

(6)  Your  MAX  classification  has  been  evaluated  weekly  since 
your  initial  confinement.  These  evaluations  are  documented  in 
enclosures  (1)  and  (3) .  (It  should  be  noted  that  Brig  Form  4200  was 
not  used  to  document  the  weekly  C&A  board  findings  until  a  change  of 
PCF  procedures  in  January  2011.  Prior  to  that  time,  with  the  exception 
of  the  initial  Board,  the  findings  were  documented  within  the 
Corrections  Management  Information  System  (CORMIS)  entries  found  at 
enclosure  (1).)  Each  C&A  board  was  constituted  in  accordance  with 
reference  (c) .  You  were  provided  an  opportunity  to  present  matters 
and  chose  not  to  do  so  until  21  January  2011.  These  weekly  C&A  board 
evaluations  have  unanimously  recommended  to  retain  you  in  MAX.  In 
each  case  the  PCF  Commander  concurred  in  these  recommendations. 

(7)  Ironically,  at  the  same  time  you  requested  to  be  removed 
from  MAX  custody  on  21  January  2011,  you  also  told  the  Board  that  you 
should  be  segregated  from  the  general  population  and  possibly  placed 
in  protective  custody.  You  made  this  statement  ostensibly  out  of 
concern  for  your  own  safety,  which  is  a  factor  the  PCF  Commander  may 
also  consider  in  determining  your  classification. 

b.  The  decision  to  place  you  on  suicide  risk  was  appropriate. 

(1)  You  arrived  at  the  MCBQ  PCF  in  a  suicide  risk  status.  In 
your  intake  paperwork  you  stated  that  you  had  thought  about  suicide 
and  had  made  a  plan  to  commit  suicide.  Further,  the  PCF  Mental  health 
provider  recommended  that  you  remain  on  suicide  watch. 

(2)  On  6  August  2010  the  PCF  mental  health  provider 
recommended  that  you  be  removed  from  suicide  watch.  At  the  subsequent 
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C&A  Board  evaluation,  it  was  recommended  that  you  be  removed  from 
suicide  risk  and  placed  in  a  POI  status.  The  PCF  Commander  concurred 
and  removed  you  from  suicide  watch  on  11  August  2011. 

(3)  On  18  January  2011  you  were  placed  on  suicide  risk  for 
approximately  48  hours.  This  decision  was  made  by  the  PCF  Commander 
based  upon  his  observations  of  your  mental  state  and  your  conduct. 

You  were  then  evaluated  by  the  PCF  mental  health  provider,  who  did  not 
concur  that  you  be  placed  on  suicide  risk  but  recommended  POI.  You 
were  removed  from  suicide  risk  on  21  January  2011. 

(4)  Reference  (c)  states  that  "prisoners  who  have  threatened 
suicide  or  made  a  suicidal  gesture,  but  are  found  fit  for  confinement, 
may  be  placed  in  the  category  of  suicide  risk  for  observation.  There 
is  no  requirement  for  pre-approval  from  a  medical  officer  prior  to  the 
PCF  Commander  making  the  determination  that  suicide  risk  is 
appropriate.  While  in  this  status,  prisoners  are  placed  under 
continuous  observation  and  the  PCF  Commander  may  direct  the  removal  of 
the  prisoner' s  clothing  and  any  implement  with  which  the  prisoner  may 
harm  himself.  When  prisoners  are  no  longer  deemed  to  be  suicide  risks 
by  a  medical  officer,  they  shall  be  returned  to  special  quarters.  (It 
should  be  noted  that  ALL  prisoners  in  the  MCBQ  PCF  are  in  special 
quarters  and  the  return  to  special  quarters  as  contemplated  in 
reference  (c)  is  inapplicable  in  the  context  of  the  MCBQ  PCF.)  In 
your  case,  you  were  removed  from  suicide  risk  status  upon 
recommendation  by  the  PCF  mental  health  provider.  In  both  cases,  the 
decision  to  place  you  in  a  suicide  risk  status  was  made  by  the  PCF 
Commander  and  you  were  removed  from  suicide  risk  status  shortly  after 
the  PCF  mental  health  provider  recommended  your  removal. 

(5)  The  decision  to  place  you  on  suicide  risk  on  29  July  2010 
was  clearly  justified  by  your  responses  on  the  intake  documentation, 
your  prior  suicide  risk  status  in  Kuwait  and  the  lack  of  personal 
observation  by  PCF  staff.  This  decision  was  within  the  authority  of 
the  PCF  Commander  and  was  the  result  of  a  unanimous  recommendation  by 
the  initial  C&A  Board. 

(6)  The  decision  to  place  you  on  suicide  risk  on  18  January 
2011  was  clearly  justified  by  an  extreme  deviation  from  your  normal 
conduct  and  the  concern  by  PCF  staff  over  your  mental  well-being. 

This  decision  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  PCF  Commander. 

(7)  Enclosure  (2)  reviewed  the  PCF  Commander's  decisions  and 
found  that  he  did  not  abuse  his  discretion  in  placing  you  on  suicide 
risk  but  found  that  the  PCF  Commander  should  have  removed  you  from 
suicide  risk  status  immediately  following  the  PCF  mental  health 
provider's  recommendation.  There  is  no  requirement  in  references  (c) 
or  (d)  that  requires  an  immediate  removal  from  suicide  risk  after  the 
PCF  mental  health  care  provider  or  medical  officer  recommends  it. 
Reference  (d)  specifically  requires  that  the  PCF  Commander  approve  the 
move  from  suicide  risk  to  a  lesser  status.  On  both  occasions,  the 
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recommendation  of  the  PCF  mental  health  provider  was  passed  to  the  C&A 
Board  and  they  recommended  that  your  status  be  changed  from  suicide 
risk  to  POI .  The  PCF  Commander  concurred  in  that  recommendation  on 
both  occasions  and  ordered  your  status  changed.  I  find  the  passage  of 
time  between  the  recommendation  of  the  PCF  mental  health  provider  and 
the  PCF  Commander's  order  to  be  reasonable  in  light  of  all  of  the 
information  available  to  the  PCF  Commander  and  applicable  PCF 
procedures.  I  do  not  concur, with  enclosure  (2)  that  an  "immediate 
move"  is  required. 

c.  The  decision  to  place  you  in  POI  status  and  retain  you  in  POI 
status  was  appropriate. 

(1)  POI  status  is  not  defined  in  reference  (c) .  However, 
paragraph  4205a  of  this  reference  allows  PCF  commanders  to  authorize 
special  quarters  for  "prevention  of  injury".  Reference  (d)  ,  a  MCBQ 
PCF  publication,  states  that  POI  status  is  assigned  to  those 
"prisoners  who  have  given  an  indication  that  they  intend  or  are 
contemplating  harming  themselves".  This  status  assignment  is  not 
linked  to  a  medical  officer's  approval  and  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  PCF  Commander. 

(2)  In  your  case,  the  PCF  mental  health  provider  recommended 
removal  of  POI  status  near  the  end  of  August.  Except  for  one  week  in 
December,  the  PCF  mental  health  provider  has  consistently  recommended 
that  you  be  removed  from  POI.  However,  the  C&A  Board  has  consistently 
recommended  that  you  remain  in  POI  status  given  its  concern  over  your 
statement  in  the  intake  documents  that  you  were  "always  planning" 
suicide.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  PCF  Commander  to  retain 
you  in  a  POI  status.  I  note  that  the  PCF  Commander  has  the  inherent 
authority  over  those  in  his  custody  to  maintain  good  order  and 
discipline  and  the  responsibility  to  ensure  safety  and  security  in  the 
PCF. 

7.  In  your  complaint,  you  reference  the  conditions  of  your 
confinement  and  state  that  you  do  not  believe  the  PCF  Commander  has 
the  discretion  to  keep  you  in  confinement  "under  these  circumstances". 
To  the  contrary,  I  have  examined  the  conditions  of  your  confinement 
and  find  them  in  compliance  with  references  (c)  and  (d)  and  well 
within  the  discretion  of  the  PCF  Commander.  As  a  precautionary 
measure,  and  prior  to  your  complaint,  I  directed  the  MCBQ  Inspector 
General  to  conduct  an  inspection  of  your  confinement  conditions  and  he 
found  that  the  PCF  staff  was  complying  with  all  applicable 
regulations.  The  results  of  this  inspection  are  provided  in  enclosure 
(4) .  Further,  enclosure  (2)  found  that  the  conditions  of  your 
confinement  are  authorized  by  applicable  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
regulations . 

8.  I  have  determined  that  no  relief  is  appropriate  in  your  case. 
Accordingly,  your  request  for  redress  is  denied.  This  determination 
in  no  way  limits  the  authority  of  the  PCF  Commander  and  staff  to 
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continue  to  evaluate  your  classification  and  assignment  and  to  make 
adjustments  in  the  future.  It  is  my  expectation  that  the  newly 
assigned  PCF  Commander,  Chief  Warrant  Officer-2  Denise  Barnes,  will 
continue  to  evaluate  your  confinement  conditions  and  exercise  her 
discretion  and  to  operate  within  the  guidelines  established  by 
applicable  regulations. 

9.  I  have  directed  that  this  response  be  provided  to  you  for  your 
rebuttal.  If  you  desire  to  submit  any  matters  in  rebuttal,  you  may  do 
so,  in  writing,  within  10  working  days  of  your  receipt  of  this 
memorandum.  After  that  date  I  will  complete  my  action  on  your 
complaint  and  forward  a  report  of  your  complaint  and  the  proceedings 
thereon  to  the  Secretary  of  tl  final  review 

authority  in  your  case. 


D.  J.  CHOIKE 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 


MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


5800 

B052 


APR  0  6  2011 


From:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico,  Virginia 

To:  Private  First  Class  Bradley  Manning 

Via:  (1)  Commanding  Officer,  Security  Battalion 

(2)  Commander,  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility 

Subj :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS 
BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  JAGMAN,  chapter  III 

<b)  PFC  Manning's  Art  138  complaint  of  19  Jan  11 

Enel:  (1)  PFC  Manning's  Art  138  rebuttal  of  10  Mar  11 

1.  Pursuant  to  reference  (a),  the  enclosure  is  forwarded. 

2.  The  third  allegation  raised  by  you  in  the  enclosure  is  a  new  matter 
not  raised  in  reference  (b) .  This  new  and  separate  allegation 
identifies  a  new  respondent.  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Barnes. 
Accordingly,  this  new  matter  is  forwarded  to  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2 
Barnes  as  an  initial  request  for  redress  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
0306a  of  reference  (a) .  If  you  are  not  satisfied  with  Chief  Warrant 
Officer  2  Barnes'  response,  you  may  files  a  new  and  separate  Article 
138  complaint  against  her,  pursuant  to  paragraph  0306h  of  reference 

(a)  . 

3.  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Barnes  is  directed  to  provide  a  response  to 
you  by  10  April  2011  via  an  endorsement  on  this  letter.  A  copy  of  her 
response  shall  be  provided  to  this  Headquarters. 

4 .  My  point  of  contact  in  this  matter  is  Lieutenant  Colonel 

Christopher  Greer.  He  may  be  or  commercial 

703-784-3678. 


/ 


J.  CHOIKE 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO.  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 

IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

5800 
B052 

APR  0  8  2011 

Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico,  Virginia 
To :  Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Via:  (1)  Commanding  General,  Marine  Corps  Combat  Development  Command 

(2)  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  (JAR) 

(3)  Office  of  the  Judge  Advocate  General  (Code  13) 

Subj  :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS 
BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 


Ref:  (a)  JAGMAN,  chapter  III 

(b)  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C 

(c)  PCFO  P1640.1C 


Enel : 


(1)  PFC  Manning's  Art  138  complaint  of  19  Jan  11 

(2)  Response  by  the  Respondent  of  24  Jan  11  w/endos 

(3)  DepIG's  Brig  Inspection  ltr  of  28  Dec  10 

(4)  Head,  Corrections  (HQMC)  ltr  of  23  Feb  11 

(5)  GCMCA's  response  to  complaint  of  1  Mar  11 

(6)  PFC  Manning's  rebuttal  of  10  Mar  11 

(7)  Respondent's  endorsement  of  16  Mar  11 


1.  Pursuant  to  reference  (a),  enclosures  (1)  through  (7)  are 
forwarded.  Private  First  Class  (PFC)  Bradley  Manning  is  an  Army 
soldier  being  held  in  pretrial  confinement  at  the  Marine  Corps  Base 
(MCBQ)  pretrial  confinement  facility  (PCF) .  He  is  being  held  pursuant 
to  a  pretrial  confinement  order  issued  by  the  Army.  MCBQ  is  the 
installation  responsible  for  the  operation  of  the  PCF,  accordingly,  I 
am  responding  to  PFC  Mannings' s  complaint  regarding  the  conditions  of 
his  confinement  at  enclosure  (1) .  Prior  to  his  complaint,  I  ordered 
an  inspection  of  the  PCF  by  my  Deputy  Inspector  General .  This 
inspection  is  included  as  enclosure  (3) .  After  receiving  enclosure 
(1),  I  conducted  a  thorough  inquiry  into  PFC  Manning's  allegations, 
including  an  independent  evaluation  by  a  corrections  specialist 
(enclosure  (4))  and  provided  a  copy  of  my  conclusions  to  PFC  Manning 
on  2  March  2011  through  enclosure  (5) .  He  provided  a  rebuttal  on  10 
March  2011  (enclosure  (6) ) .  This  rebuttal  was  forwarded  to  the 
original  Respondent  and  he  provided  a  response  on  16  March  2011 
(enclosure  (7)).  In  order  to  facilitate  the  review  of  the  many 
documents  considered  during  this  review,  I  have  re-ordered  and 
renumbered  the  enclosures  as  listed  above.  Enclosures  (1)  and  (6) 
were  tendered  unsigned  by  PFC  Manning's  counsel.  As  noted  in 
enclosure  (5)  I  have  waived  a  number  of  procedural  errors  in  order  to 
allow  PFC  Manning  a  forum  for  redress. 


2.  In  enclosures  (1)  and  (6) ,  PFC  Manning  makes  the  following 
allegations : 
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a.  That  the  decision  to  retain  PFC  Manning  as  a  maximum  custody 
detainee  and  to  retain  PFC  Manning  in  a  prevention  of  injury  status 
after  27  August  2010  was  improper; 

b.  That  the  decision  to  place  PFC  Manning  on  suicide  risk  on  18 
January  2011  was  improper;  and. 


c.  That  the  decision  to  remove  PFC  Manning's  clothing  at  night 
since  2  March  2011  is  improper. 

3  .  The  third  allegation  raised  by  PFC  Manning  is  a  new  matter  not 
raised  in  his  original  19  January  2011  complaint.  This  new  allegation 
identifies  a  new  Respondent,  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Barnes,  and  was 
not  addressed  in  my  1  March  2011  response  letter  to  PFC  Manning. 
Accordingly,  I  will  forward  this  new  issue  under  separate 
correspondence  to  the  new  Respondent,  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Barnes, 
and  direct  her  to  consider  this  as  an  initial  request  for  redress  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  0306a  of  reference  (a) .  If  PFC  Manning  is 
not  satisfied  with  Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Barnes'  response,  he  may 
file  a  new  Article  138  complaint  on  this  new  and  separate  matter. 

4.  Regarding  the  allegations  raised  in  paragraph  2,  above,  I  have  made 
the  following  determinations : 


a.  The  decision  to  retain  PFC  Manning  as  a  maximum  custody 
detainee  and  to  retain  PFC  Manning  in  a  prevention  of  injury  status 
after  27  August  2011  was  appropriate. 


(1)  PFC  Manning  was  initially  classified  as  a  maximum  custody 
detainee  upon  entry  into  the  PCF  on  29  July  2010  by  the  duty  brig 
supervisor.  This  decision  was  reviewed  by  the  PCF  Classification  and 
Assignment  Board  (C&A  Board)  on  30  July  2010.  The  C&A  Board  concurred 
in  this  recommendation.  Pretrial  detainees  may  only  be  classified  as 
maximum  custody  or  medium- inside  custody.  As  authorized  by  reference 
(b) ,  the  PCF  Commander  determined  that  the  appropriate  classification 
for  PFC  Manning  was  maximum  custody.  I  have  reviewed  the 
discretionary  override  exercised  by  the  duty  brig  supervisor  upon 
initial  intake.  This  override  took  into  account  the  seriousness  of  the 
charges,  concerns  for  PFC  manning's  welfare,  and  the  information 
available  on  intake.  That  discretionary  override  is  authorized  under 
reference  (b)  and  was  considered  by  the  subsequent  C&A  board  and  the 
PCF  Commander  in  making  their  initial  custody  classification 
determination . 


(2)  Custody  classification  is  guided  by  reference  (b)  and 
requires  an  objective  custody  classification  process.  Classification 
criteria  relevant  to  this  case  include  the  seriousness  of  the 
offense/potential  length  of  confinement,  low  tolerance  for 
frustration,  poor  family  relationships,  and  a  demonstrated  pattern  of 
poor  judgment.  Reference  (b)  makes  it  clear  that  the  listed  factors 
\  are  not  all  inclusive  and  the  classification  authority  may  consider 
/  other  relevant  factors  in  determining  the  proper  custody 


2 


ManningB_00011464 


C  J 


Subj  :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS 
BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 


'""'N  classification.  These  other  relevant  factors  included  national 
(  )  security  concerns  and  protection  of  classified  material. 

(3)  PFC  Manning  entered  the  MCBQ  PCF  classified  as  maximum 
custody.  He  was  also  on  suicide  risk.  He  was  pending  and  continues 
to  face  serious  charges  alleging  multiple  compromises  of  classified 
information.  Further,  the  intake  documentation  provided  on  PFC 
Manning  indicated  poor  decision  making,  poor  family  relationships, 
and  erratic  behavior.  An  objective  evaluation  of  the  charges  and  other 
relevant  factors  support  a  maximum  custody  classification.  Thus  I  do 
not  find  that  the  PCF  Commander  abused  his  discretion  in  making  the 
custody  classification  determination. 


(4)  Maximum  custody  detainees  are  held  in  a  specific  area  in 
the  MCBQ  PCF.  Because  the  MCBQ  PCF  is  a  pretrial  confinement -only 
facility  with  limited  staff,  all  detainees  are  held  in  single  cells 
within  a  30-cell  block  known  as  "Special  Quarters  1" .  This  cell  block 
is  further  broken  down  into  specific  areas  depending  on  custody 
classification  or  other  reasons  requiring  segregation.  Maximum 
custody  detainees  are  held  in  cells  nearest  the  guard  post  to 
facilitate  observation.  Additionally,  prisoners  not  classified  as 
maximum  custody,  but  requiring  additional  supervision  and  attention 
may  also  be  moved  to  cells  near  the  guard  post.  PFC  Manning  is  being 
held  in  Special  Quarters  1  with  all  other  detainees;  he  is  not  in 
solitary  confinement  (MCBQ  PCF  does  not  have  solitary  confinement  and 
reference  (b)  does  not  recognize  a  solitary  confinement  category.) 
Consistent  with  his  custody  classification,  PFC  Manning  is  held  in  the 
area  in  Special  Quarters  1  reserved  for  maximum  custody  detainees . 


(5)  PFC  Manning's  custody  classification  is  reviewed  weekly. 
During  this  review,  the  C&A  Board  reviews  his  progress,  inputs  from 
the  PCF  staff,  medical  input  from  the  PCF  medical  and  mental  health 
providers  and  the  classification  factors.  The  C&A  Board  has 
consistently  recommended  that  PFC  Manning  remain  classified  as  a 
maximum  custody  detainee  and  the  PCF  Commander  has  concurred. 


(6)  PFC  Manning  alleges  that  after  27  August  2010  his  custody 
classification  should  have  been  downgraded  to  medium-inside  and  that 
all  C&A  Board  actions  after  that  date  were  "perfunctory"  in  nature  and 
relied  too  heavily  on  his  conduct  prior  to  his  arrival  in  the  MCBQ 
PCF.  He  further  alleges  that  the  administrative  record  is  inadequate 
to  support  a  maximum  custody  classification.  I  disagree.  I  have 
reviewed  the  entire  record  and  concur  that  maximum  custody  is  the 
appropriate  custody  classification  for  PFC  Manning.  This  does  not 
foreclose  a  future  change  in  his  custody  classification.  For  this 
reason,  his  classification  and  assignment  is  continuously  reviewed. 
However,  he  is  pending  extremely  serious  charges  with  national 
security  implications.  I  recognize  that  he  has  been  an  average 
detainee  with  no  significant  disciplinary  record  within  the  PCF. 
x-  -  However,  behavior  within  the  facility  is  but  one  of  many  factors  a  PCF 
j  Commander  must  weigh  in  making  the  custody  classification  decision. 
Despite  PFC  Manning's  statements  to  the  contrary,  and  his  lack  of 
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participation  in  the  C&A  process  (detainees  may  appear  at  the  C&A 
Board) ,  I  am  confident  that  both  the  C&A  Board  and  the  PCF  Commander 
took  the  classification  decision  very  seriously  and  appropriately 
applied  the  relevant  classification  factors.  Although  not  each 
decision  was  documented  utilizing  the  local  generated  "Form  4200"  (an 
optional  form  not  required  by  reference  (b) ) ,  each  decision  was 
properly  documented  in  the  Correctional  Management  Information  System 
(CORMIS)  as  required  by  reference  (b) . 


(7)  The  special  handling  instructions  placed  on  PFC  Manning 
for  prevention  of  injury  are  separate  from  the  custody  classification 
decision  placing  him  in  maximum  custody.  Per  reference  (b) , 
prevention  of  injury  is  a  valid  factor  for  the  PCF  Commander  to 
consider  in  placing  PFC  Manning  in  administrative  segregation.  Injury 
risk  is  distinct  from  suicide  risk.  Injury  to  oneself  that  does  not 
rise  to  the  level  of  suicidal  can  be  dangerous  behavior  that  is 
intended  to  cause  or  can  result  in  personal  physical  injury.  The 
health  and  welfare  of  a  detainee  is  the  responsibility  of  the  PCF 
Commander  and  is  independent  and  in  addition  to  a  medical 
determination  of  risk.  If  the  objective  behavior  (i.e.  what  a 
detainee  says  and  does)  of  a  detainee  indicates  he  may  harm  himself, 
it  is  the  PCF  Commander's  obligation  to  minimize  that  risky  behavior. 
Since  PFC  Manning  was  already  administratively  segregated  due  to  his 
maximum  custody  classification,  the  PCF  Commander  imposed  specific 
handling  instructions  for  prevention  of  injury.  A  mental  health 
provider  does  not  need  to  authorize  administrative  segregation  to 
prevent  self  injury  provided  the  segregation  is  not  being  done  to 
circumvent  a  medical  professional's  opinion  that  suicide  risk  is  not 
necessary. 


(8)  The  handling  instructions  for  PFC  Manning  were  narrowly 
tailored  to  meet  the  concern  of  the  PCF  Commander  that  PFC  Manning 
continues  to  pose  a  risk  of  self  harm  and  were  not  done  to  circumvent 
the  mental  health  provider ' s  recommendation.  The  specific  handling 
instructions  imposed  by  the  PCF  Commander  to  mitigate  the  risk  of  self 
harm  were  (1)  to  remove  all  personal  belongings  from  PFC  Manning's 
cell  and  (2)  to  visually  check  on  PFC  Manning  every  5  minutes  vice  the 
minimum  requirement  of  every  15  minutes .  There  are  no  other 
restrictive  measures  placed  on  PFC  Manning  for  prevention  of  injury.1 
All  other  handling  instructions  derive  from  his  custody 
classification. 


(9)  These  steps  were  reasonable  in  light  of  all  of  the 
information  available  to  the  PCF  Commander,  including  his  concern  over 
PFC  Manning's  comments  regarding  "always  planning"  suicide  at  initial 
intake,  his  actions  in  actually  making  a  noose  at  the  previous 
facility,  his  erratic  behavior  at  the  previous  facility,  his  lack  of 
rapport  with  the  PCF  staff,  and  his  observed  occasional  erratic 
behavior  at  the  MCBQ  PCF.  The  PCF  Commander  is  responsible  for  the 


1  The  removal  of  underwear  during  sleep  periods  is  not  addressed  in  this 
complaint.  That  handling  instruction  began  on  2  March  2011. 
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/'"'N  safety  and  welfare  of  PFC  Manning  and  he  and  his  staff  maintain 
{  )  direct,  objective  and  continuous  observation  of  PFC  Manning.  The 

concern  over  the  risk  that  PFC  Manning  may  injure  himself  is  supported 
by  their  observations  and  their  review  of  his  past  behavior. 

Therefore,  the  special  handling  instructions  for  the  prevention  of 
injury  were  appropriate. 

(10)  PFC  Manning's  treatment  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
guidance  under  reference  (b) .  He  has  been  treated  no  differently  than 
any  other  detainee  within  the  PCF.  The  fact  that  he,  at  times,  has 
been  the  only  maximum  custody  detainee  at  the  facility  has  no 
relevance  to  the  decision  to  place  him  in  maximum  custody.  Other 
confinees  have  been  placed  in  maximum  custody  and  other  detainees  have 
been  segregated  for  suicide  risk  or  prevention  of  injury.  My  review, 
including  an  inquiry  by  an  independent  officer,  revealed  no  evidence 
that  PFC  manning  was  being  singled  out  or  treated  improperly.  His 
classification  is  a  result  of  a  careful  application  of  the  factors 
authorized  in  reference  (b) ,  and  not  as  retribution  or  punishment. 

(11)  This  review  has  revealed  that  the  MCBQ  PCF  regulations 
at  reference  (c)  improperly  require  a  person  being  administratively 
segregated  for  prevention  of  injury  or  suicide  risk  be  automatically 
classified  as  maximum  custody.  I  have  directed  that  this  automatic 
classification  scheme  be  deleted  from  reference  (c) .  However,  that 

_  change  is  not  relevant  to  PFC  Manning's  allegations,  as  he  was  not 

£  \  assigned  to  maximum  custody  based  solely  over  concern  that  he  may 

\ _ J  cause  injury  to  himself.  He  was  properly  classified  as  a  maximum 

custody  detainee  based  on  the  factors  noted  above. 

(12)  My  review  has  also  revealed  the  need  to  ensure  that 
local  regulations  properly  characterize  what  constitutes  prevention  of 
injury  and  what  steps  may  be  taken  to  protect  a  detainee  from  injury. 

I  have  directed  that  local  regulations  clearly  define  when 
administrative  segregation  for  prevention  of  injury,  including  self- 
injury,  is  appropriate. 

b.  The  decision  to  place  PFC  Manning  on  suicide  risk  on  18 
January  2011  was  appropriate. 

(1)  Reference  (b)  allows  a  PCF  Commander  to  take  immediate 
action  to  address  behavior  within  the  PCF.  This  includes  the 
authority  to  segregate  a  detainee  as  a  suicide  risk.  Reference  (b) 
states  that  prisoners  "who  are  considered  to  be  suicidal  shall  be 
immediately  referred"  to  medical  or  mental  health  providers.  It  does 
not  state,  however,  that  a  PCF  Commander  must  wait  until  the  medical 
help  arrives  before  placing  a  detainee  on  suicide  risk.  Such  a 
condition  precedent  unreasonably  and  unrealistically  places  the  safety 
of  the  detainee  concerned  at  immediate  risk  while  awaiting  the 
availability  of  medical  or  mental  health  providers. 

(  'j  (2)  On  18  January  2011,  after  observing  erratic  behavior  on 

V — /  the  part  of  PFC  Manning,  including  an  outburst  showing  severe 
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\  frustration  by  PFC  Manning  and  physical  behavior  of  hitting  himself  in 
j  the  head,  the  PCF  Commander  ordered  that  Manning  be  placed  on  suicide 
risk  and  immediately  requested  a  mental  health  evaluation. 

(3)  As  PFC  Manning  was  already  administratively  segregated  as 
a  maximum  custody  detainee  and  under  special  handling  instructions  for 
the  prevention  of  injury,  the  only  additional  instructions  for  suicide 
risk  was  the  removal  of  PFC  Manning's  outer  garments  and  his 
eyeglasses  and  the  posting  of  a  guard  who  could  keep  PFC  Manning  under 
continuous  observation. 


(4)  The  PCF  mental  health  provider,  Dr.  Hoctor,  responded  to 
the  facility.  He  did  not  concur  that  suicide  risk  was  necessary  and 
recommended  removal.  Accordingly,  the  PCF  Commander  removed  PFC 
Manning  from  suicide  risk. 


(5)  The  initial  actions  of  the  PCF  Commander  on  18  January 
2011  by  assigning  PFC  Manning  to  suicide  risk  were  appropriate.  I 
believe  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  reference  (b)  is  that  a  PCF 
Commander  may  take  immediate  steps  to  protect  a  detainee  by  placing 
them  on  suicide  risk  and  then  calling  for  medical  or  mental  health 
assistance.  As  I  noted  in  my  response  to  PFC  Manning,  I  believe  the 
passage  of  time  between  Dr.  Hoctor' s  recommendation  and  the  actual 
removal  of  suicide  risk  was  reasonable.  However,  I  have  directed  the 
PCF  to  update  its  regulations  to  specifically  address  the  role  of  the 
mental  health  provider  in  determining  if  suicide  risk  is  necessary. 

If  the  medical  officer  determines  that  a  detainee  is  no  longer 
considered  a  suicide  risk,  that  determination  is  binding  on  the  PCF 
staff  and  the  detainee  shall  be  removed  from  suicide  risk. 


(6)  In  his  rebuttal,  PFC  Manning  raises  new  reasons  for  his 
outburst  on  18  January  2011.  I  have  considered  his  statements  as  well 
as  the  written  statements  provided  by  the  PCF  staff  on  18  January 
2011.  It  does  appear  that  there  was  friction  between  the  guard  force 
and  PFC  Manning  that  preceded  his  outburst.  However,  the  actions  of 
the  guard  force  were  appropriate.  PFC  Manning  is  required  to  comply 
with  instructions  from  the  staff.  His  frustration  over  his 
confinement  does  not  justify  the  questioning  of  procedures  or 
instructions.  There  are  mechanisms  in  place  by  which  he  may  address 
his  concerns . 


5.  In  enclosures  (1)  and  (6) ,  PFC  Manning  requests  the  following 
relief : 


a.  That  his  custody  classification  be  changed  to  medium-inside 
custody . 

b.  That  the  handling  instructions  regarding  prevention  of  injury 
be  lifted. 

\  6.1  have  determined  that  the  requested  relief  is  not  appropriate  in 

V _ J  this  case.  The  PCF  Commanding  officer  and  the  PCF  staff  are  best 
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^  positioned  to  determine  the  appropriate  custody  classification  and 
j  handling  instructions  in  this  case.  I  have  carefully  considered  the 
positions  of  both  PFC  Manning  and  the  PCF  staff  and  have  conducted  a 
thorough  inquiry,  including  consultations  with  correction  specialists, 
medical  providers,  legal  counsel,  management  specialists  and 
facilities  managers  in  reaching  my  conclusions.  I  do  not  find  that 
the  decisions  in  this  case  have  been  arbitrary  or  capricious  as 
alleged  by  PFC  Manning.  Instead,  they  were  and  continue  to  be  based 
on  an  objective  evaluation  of  the  standards  contained  in  reference 
(b)  . 

7 .  My  point  of  contact  in  this  matter  is  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Christopher  Greer.  He  may  be  reached  at  DSN  278-3678  or  commercial 
703-784-3678 . 

8.  By  copy  of  this  letter,  PFC  Manning  has  been  advised  of  the  action 
I  have  taken  as  the  general  court-martial  convening  authority. 
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10  Apr  11 

MEMORANDUM 

From:  PFC  Bradley  E.  Manning 

To:  Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Via:  (1)  Col.  Daniel  J.  Choike 

(2)  CW02  Denise  Barnes 

(3)  Staff  Judge  Advocate,  Office  of  the  Staff  Judge  Advocate, 
U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  McNair 

Subj :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST 

CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  Article  138,  UCMJ 

(b)  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C 


1.  I,  Private  First  Class  {"PFC")  Bradley  E.  Manning,  am  a  member  of 
the  U.S.  Army  on  active  duty,  assigned  to  Headquarters  and  Headquarters 
Company,  U.S.  Army  Garrison,  Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall,  Fort  Myer, 
Virginia.  On  8  April  2011,  I  received  Colonel  ("Col.")  Choike's 
action,  along  with  enclosures  1-7,  on  my  Article  138  Complaint  filed  on 
19  January  2011.  I  have  elected  to  file  the  following  rebuttal  to  his 
action . 

2.  I  have  reviewed  Col.  Choike's  response  and  also  the  response  by 
Chief  Warrant  Office  2  ("CW02") Barnes .  I  do  not  agree  with  Col. 

Choike's  determination  that  my  allegation  concerning  the  2  March  2011 
decision  of  CW02  Barnes  is  a  new  and  separate  matter  requiring  a 
separate  Article  138  complaint.  Although  I  filed  my  Article  138 
complaint  on  19  January  2011,  I  have  been  complaining  about  my 
classification  and  assignment  since  October  of  2010.  Given  the  amount 
of  time  it  has  taken  to  conduct  the  review  of  my  initial  complaint,  I 
should  not  be  required  to  wait  for  several  additional  months  before  my 
allegation  concerning  CW02  Barnes  is  reviewed.  I  respectfully  request 
that  this  matter  be  considered  by  you  under  my  initial  Article  138 
complaint.  If  this  is  not  possible,  then  I  request  that  this 
memorandum  serve  as  my  Article  138  complaint  regarding  the  decision  by 
CW02  Barnes  to  require  the  removal  of  my  clothing  at  night  since  2 
March  2011.  I  further  request  that  Col.  Choike  be  required  to  take 
timely  action  on  this  matter  and  forward  it  to  you  for  your  final 
decision . 

3.  I  am  currently  being  held  in  maximum  custody  and  on  prevention  of 
injury  status  with  a  requirement  that  I  surrender  all  of  my  clothing  at 
night.  Contrary  to  Col.  Choike's  assertion,  I  have  absolutely  no  hope 
for  a  future  change  in  my  custody  classification  or  assignment.  This 
fact  has  been  made  abundantly  clear  to  me  by  the  statements  of  the 
board  members  during  my  participation  with  previous  Classification  and 
Assignment  Board  ("C&A  Board")  meetings.  Given  the  board's 
predetermined  outcome,  I  have  elected  to  stop  participating  in  this 
unfair  process.  Likewise,  given  the  fact  that  the  Brig  staff  use 
anything  I  say  or  do  against  me,  I  have  curtailed  my  interaction  with 
the  staff.  I  now  limit  our  exchanges  to  only  those  required  by  Brig 
operations . 
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4.  The  memorandum  by  Col.  Choike  correctly  notes  that  custody 
classification  determinations  are  required  to  be  based  upon  an 
objective  custody  classification  process.  This  process  is  supposed  to 
take  into  account  a  host  of  relevant  factors,  and  be  reviewed  weekly  to 
ensure  that  a  detainee  is  not  unnecessarily  being  held  under  the  harsh 
conditions  of  maximum  custody  and  prevention  of  injury  status. 

Clearly,  the  weekly  C&A  Board  requirement  is  meant  to  evaluate  whether 
the  circumstances  have  changed  enough  to  warrant  a  change  in  the 
custody  classification  and  assignment  of  a  detainee. 

5.  The  C&A  Board  process  is  best  accomplished  when  the  board  members 
are  truly  objective  and  open  to  considering  changes  in  circumstances. 
Unfortunately,  this  has  not  been  true  of  my  experience  with  the  C&A 
Board.  Instead,  the  C&A  Board,  much  like  Col.  Choike  in  his  memorandum 
dated  8  April  2011,  consistently  point  to  the  seriousness  of  the 
charges  against  me,  the  national  security  concerns,  and  the  fact  my 
intake  documentation  indicated  poor  decision  making,  poor  family 
relationships,  and  erratic  behavior  in  order  to  come  to  its  inevitable 
conclusion . 

6.  The  basis  used  by  the  C&A  Board,  the  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility 
("PCF")  Commander  and  Col.  Choike  to  support  my  current  classification 
and  assignment  are  all  factors  that  I  am  powerless  to  change.  I  cannot 
do  anything  about  the  nature  of  the  allegations  against  me  nor  the  fact 
that  these  allegations  may  raise,  however  unlikely,  national  security 
concerns.  Likewise,  I  cannot  change  the  nature  of  my  intake 
documentation.  However,  I  can  control  my  conduct  while  in  confinement. 
Contrary  to  Col.  Choike' s  assessment,  I  have  been  an  above  average 
detainee.  In  fact,  given  the  harsh  circumstances  and  the  prolonged 
sensory  deprivation  that  I  have  been  subjected  to,  I  have  been 
exemplary.  Unfortunately,  this  does  not  seem  to  matter. 

7.  In  addition  to  my  exemplary  behavior,  the  Brig  psychiatrists,  now 
four  in  total,  have  all  independently  concluded  that  there  is  no 
medical  basis  for  my  prevention  of  injury  assignment.  Despite  the 
consistent  recommendations  to  remove  me  from  prevention  of  injury 
status,  the  C&A  Board  and  PCF  Commander  have  chosen  to  disregard  the 
opinions  of  the  mental  health  providers.  Regrettably,  Col.  Choike 
sanctions  this  conduct  by  determining  that  the  PCF  Commander  has  the 
authority  to  impose  specific  handling  instructions  for  prevention  of 
injury  in  spite  of  the  recommendations  by  the  mental  health  providers. 
The  basis  used  to  justify  the  PCF  Commander's  decision  is  apparently  my 
actions  in  Kuwait  in  June  of  2010,  the  comments  made  by  me  upon  my 
initial  intake  in  July  of  2010,  and  undefined  occasional  erratic 
behavior.  All  of  these  factors  have  been  considered  by  those  with  the 
expertise  to  assess  risk  of  self  harm.  None  of  these  factors,  even 
taken  collectively,  warrant  me  being  held  in  prevention  of  injury 
status . 

8.  The  regulation  covering  the  ability  of  the  PCF  Commander  to 
determine  a  detainee  is  a  risk  of  self  harm  is  silent  regarding  the 
requirement  of  a  mental  health  provider's  recommendation.  Prevention 
of  injury  status,  like  suicide  risk,  severely  restricts  the 
entitlements  given  to  a  detainee.  Thus,  there  is  no  basis,  other  than 
a  poorly  drafted  regulation,  for  a  determination  that  prevention  of 
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injury  status  should  not  also  require  a  supporting  recommendation  from 
a  mental  health  provider. 

9.  Lastly,  I  want  to  correct  a  statement  made  by  Col.  Choike  regarding 
the  timing  of  Capt .  Hooter's  recommendation  on  18  January  2011.  At  the 
time  CW4  Averhart  ordered  me  into  suicide  risk  status,  Capt.  Hocter  had 
arrived  at  the  facility.  Once  Capt.  Hocter  spoke  with  me  and  assessed 
the  overreaction  by  the  facility,  he  determined  that  I  was  not  a 
suicide  risk.  Despite  this  determination,  CW4  Averhart  ordered  me  into 
suicide  risk  status  in  violation  of  Secretary  of  Navy  Instruction 

( "SECNAVINST" )  1649. 9C  Paragraph  4205. 5d.  I  was  held  in  this  status 
for  three  days,  also  in  violation  of  the  regulation. 

10.  I  believe  my  classification  custody  and  prevention  of  injury 
status  is  based  upon  inappropriate  reasons  and  is  therefore  an  abuse  of 
the  PCF  Commander's  discretion,  and  a  wrong  within  the  meaning  of 
Article  138,  UCMJ.  As  redress,  I  request  that  you  order  my  removal 
from  prevention  of  injury  status  and  that  you  order  the  reduction  of  my 
classification  level  from  maximum  custody  to  medium  detention-in. 


/s/ 

B.  E.  Manning 
PFC,  US  Army 


I  have  assisted  PFC  Bradley  Manning  with  the  drafting  of  his  response 
to  Col.  Choike' s  action,  and  have  signed  for  him  given  the  present 
circumstances.  I  concur  with  the  matters  he  has  expressed  in  his 
response,  and  join  him  in  requesting  that  you  order  his  removal  from 
prevention  of  injury  status  and  that  you  order  a  reduction  in  his 
classification  level  from  maximum  custody  to  medium  detention-in. 


/  s/ 

D.  E.  Coombs 

Civilian  Defense  Counsel 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

HEADQUARTERS  COMPANY 
SECURITY  BATTALION 
MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


5800 

DVB 

7  Apr  11 


SECOND  ENDORSEMENT  on  MCBQ  CDR'  s  ltr  5800  B052  of  6  Apr  11 

From:  Commander,  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility 
To:  Private  First  Class  Bradley  Manning 

Sub j  :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  13  8  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS 
BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 

1 .  Forwarded . 

2 .  I  have  considered  your  complaint  that  the  decision  to  remove  your 
clothing  during  sleeping  hours  is  improper.  I  disagree.  The  removal 
of  your  clothing  on  2  March  2011  was  done  to  ensure  your  safety  and 
was  a  direct  result  of  your  comment  to  Master  Sergeant  Papakie 
regarding  the  waistband  in  your  underwear  which  you  considered  to  be 
dangerous.  Per  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C,  prevention  of  injury  is  a  valid 
factor  to  consider  when  placing  you  in  administrative  segregation. 

The  removal  of  clothing  is  an  additional  handling  instruction  that  I 
imposed  after  considering  your  behavior,  your  past  statements 
regarding  self  harm  and  my  obligation  to  protect  you  from  injury. 
Accordingly,  your  request  for  redress  is  denied  at  this  time. 

3.  This  response  does  not  mean  that  your  handling  instructions  will 

not  change  over  time.  The  removal  of  your  clothing  during  sleeping 
periods  is  a  handling  instruction  that  is  reviewed  at  least  weekly,  or 
more  often  if  warranted  by  the  circumstances.  I  encourage  you  to  use 
the  avenues  available  to  you  through  the  use  of  the  DD  Form  510 
(Request  for  Interview)  and  the  Classification  and  Assignment  board 
process.  As  I  stated  to  you  befoi  are  remain  my 

primary  concern. 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

HEADQUARTERS  COMPANY 
SECURITY  BATTALION 
MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 


IN  REPLY  REFERTO 

5800 

DVB 

10  May  11 


FIRST  ENDORSEMENT  on  PFC  Manning's  ltr  of  10  Apr  11 

From:  Commander,  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility 

To:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base,  Quantico,  Virginia 

Subj  :  SECOND  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138  UCMJ  BY  PRIVATE 
FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING  U.S.  ARMY 

1.  Forwarded.  The  subject  line  has  been  modified  to  more  accurately 
reflect  the  subject  complaint.  I  have  reviewed  PFC  Manning's  10  April 
2011  Article  138  complaint  regarding  my  decision  to  remove  his 
clothing  as  a  .safety  precaution  during  sleep  periods.  This  decision 
was  made  on  2  March  2011  and  remained  in  effect  until  his  departure 
from  this  facility  on  20  April  2011.  As  the  Pretrial  Confinement 
Facility  (PCF)  Commander,  I  take  full  responsibility  for  everything 
that  goes  on  under  my  charge. 

2 .  My  primary  concern  is  the  health  and  welfare  of  every  inmate  in  the 
PCF.  Further,  my  mission  is  to  ensure  safety  and  security  within  the 
PCF.  I  informed  PFC  Manning  that  my  decision  was  based  upon  my 
concern  for  his  safety  and  well-being.  My  decision  to  direct  the 
removal  of  his  clothing  between  taps  and  reveille  was  not  made 
arbitrarily  and  certainly  was  not  done  to  punish  him.  There  were 
several  actions  that  prompted  my  decision: 

a.  PFC  Manning  made  a  comment  to  the  PCF  Supervisor,  Master 
Sergeant  Papakie,  regarding  the  elastic  band  in  his  underwear  being 
dangerous.  I  did  not  take  this  comment  lightly  nor  could  I  overlook 
it.  Given  PFC  Manning's  past  history  of  suicidal  ideations  and 
gestures,  this  comment  was  given  a  lot  weight  in  my  decision. 

b.  There  was  a  lack  of  rapport  and  trust  between  PFC  Manning  and 
the  PCF  staff.  This  lack  of  trust  made  it  difficult  for  me  to  place 
Manning's  comment  in  context.  In  trying  to  understand  his  thoughts  on 
self  harm,  PFC  Manning  appeared  in  front  of  the  classification  and 
assignment  board  on  21  January  2011,  and  was  asked  about  the  statement 
on  the  intake  questionnaire  in  which  he  wrote  that  he  was  "always 
planning  but  never  acting"  on  thoughts  of  suicide.  He  told  the  Board 
that  this  statement  may  have  been  false.  This  then  raised  the  obvious 
issue  of  whether  he  was  sincere  in  his  statements  that  he  did  not 
currently  intend  to  harm  himself.  A  member  of  the  Board  asked  how 
they  could  trust  any  of  his  statements  given  his  admission  that  he  may 
have  made  a  false  statement  about  his  suicidal  thoughts  at  intake  into 
the  PCF.  PFC  Manning  was  also  asked  if  it  was  fair  to  assume  that  the 
statement  to  the  Board  that  he  did  not  intend  to  harm  himself  could 
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also  be  false  and  he  replied  "yes" .  This  caused  great  concern  among 
the  Board  members  given  their  responsibility  to  ensure  PFC  Manning's 
safety. 

c.  On  2  March  2011,  PFC  Manning  received  a  new  charge  sheet  with 
additional  charges  and  specifications,  one  of  which  was  Article  104 
which  has  a  maximum  sentence  of  death.  Given  the  serious  nature  of 
the  new  allegations,  I  was  concerned  about  his  mindset  and  took  that 
into  consideration  in  weighing  what  actions  I  should  take  regarding 
his  comment  to  MSgt  Papakie. 

3.  In  making  my  decision  to  remove  PFC  Manning's  clothing  during 
sleep  periods,  I  weighed  his  statement  to  MSgt  Papakie,  his  past 
actions  within  the  PCF,  his  behavior  while  confined  both  in  Quantico 
and  Kuwait,  the  intake  form  statements  and  all  other  factors  available 
to  me.  After  doing  so,  I  felt  there  was  a  legitimate  concern 
regarding  PFC  Manning's  safety  and  the  possibility  that  he  may  harm 
himself.  In  my  position,  I  am  obligated  to  put  measures  in  place  to 
keep  all  inmates  safe  from  harm,  even  if  it  is  self-harm.  The  fact 
that  PFC  Manning  was  not  communicating  with  the  staff  as  much  as  he 
had  iii  the  past,  and  providing  only  non-definitive  comments  when  asked 
about  his  thoughts  on  suicide,  was  also  a  concern  for  me.  I  took  this 
into  account  as  I  assessed  whether  his  clothing  should  continue  to  be 
removed.  As  we  moved  forward  from  2  March  2011,  I  saw  no  actions  that 
would  reassure  me  that  there  was  not  a  continuing  possibility  that  he 
may  harm  himself . 

4.  In  taking  my  action,  I  determined  to  impose  the  least  intrusive 
precautions  available.  I  determined  that  removal  of  PFC  Manning' 
underwear  during  sleep  periods  when  PCF  staffing  was  minimal  was  the 
most  appropriate  action  I  could  take  to  minimize  the  risk  of  him 
harming  himself.  During  normal  working  hours,  PFC  Manning  was  allowed  . 
to  wear  normal  detainee  clothing.  I  felt  that  any  risk  during  normal 
business  hours  were  mitigated  by  the  PCF  daily  routine  and  the 
increased  number  of  personnel  present . 

5.  From  24  January  2011  when  I  took  command  of  the  PCF,  PFC  Manning 
was  told  that  I  took  communication  between  myself  and  the  detainees 
seriously  and  that  I  hold  my  staff  accountable  for  their  actions .  I 
told  him  that  if  he  did  not  address  concerns  with  me,  I  have  no  way  of 
knowing  that  a  problem  exists  and  that  it  was  imperative  that  the 
lines  of  communication  remain  open.  I  spoke  with  PFC  Manning  often 
with  and  without  the  presence  of  PCF  staff  regarding  his  treatment  and 
concerns,  both  inside  the  PCF  and  during  times  when  he  was  released 
for  legal  or  medical  appointments.  This  communication  was  done  to 
ensure  that  he  understood  my  concerns  for  his  health,  welfare  and 
safety.  I  am  committed  as  I  have  always  been  to  accomplish  the 
mission  and  ensure  that  every  detainee/prisoner  is  safely  released 
from  my  custody.  In  this  case,  I  acted  upon  my  legitimate  concern  for 
PFC  Manning's  safety  based  upon  my  judgment,  correctional  experience 
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and  the  advice  of .ray  staff  after  considering  all  information  available 
to  me  and  the  capabilities  of:  the  facility. 


6.  This  response  was  delayed  by  the 
Quantico  PCF  and  scheduled  annual  le< 


arture  of  PFC  Manning  from  the 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 

IN  REPLY  REFER  to: 
1000 
B052 

FEB  11  2011 

From:  Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base,  Quantico,  Virginia 
To:  Chief  Warrant  Officer  5  Abel  Galaviz  6571/5804  USMC 

Subj :  SPECIAL  INQUIRY  INTO  THE  ARTICLE  13  8  COMPLAINT  SUBMITTED  ON  19 
JANUARY  2011  BY  PRIVATE  FIRST  CLASS  BRADLEY  MANNING,  U.S.  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  JAGMAN 

Enel:  (l)  PFC  Manning's  Art  13  8  complaint  w/  response 

1.  This  appoints  you,  per  chapter  3  of  the  reference,  to  conduct  a 
review  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  surrounding  the  decisions  made 
by  the  Command  of  the  Quantico  pretrial  confinement  facility  as 
outlined  in  the  enclosure.  In  his  complaint,  Private  First  Class 
Manning  (PFC  Manning)  alleges  that  his  classification  as  a  maximum 
custody  detainee  by  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart  was  an  abuse  of 
discretion.  He  further  alleges  that  his  assignment  as  a  suicide  risk 
is  based  upon  an  inappropriate  reason  and  is  also  an  abuse  of  Chief 
Warrant  officer  Averhart' s  discretion.  He  also  that  placing  in  a 
prevention  of  injury  status  for  over  five  months  was  outside  Chief 

I  Warrant  Officer  Averhart' s  discretion. 

2.  I  request  that  you  review  this  matter  and  provide  specific  findings 
on  the  following  issues: 

a.  Are  the  conditions  of  PFC  Manning's  confinement  authorized  by 
applicable  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  regulations? 

b.  Did  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart  abuse  his  discretion  in 
classifying  PFC  Manning  as  a  maximum  custody  detainee? 

c.  Did  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart  abuse  his  discretion  in 
placing  PFC  Manning  in  a  prevention  of  injury  status? 

d.  Did  Chief  Warrant  Officer  4  Averhart  abuse  his  discretion  in 
placing  PFC  Manning  in  a  suicide  risk  status? 

3.  In  accordance  with  chapter  3  of  the  reference,  I  am  required  to 
resolve  this  issue  within  9  0  days  of  receipt  of  the  initial  complaint. 
Accordingly,  you  will  provide  a  written  report  to  me  no  later  than  28 
February  2011.  Should  you  require  more  time  to  complete  this  inquiry,, 
you  must  request  additional  time  via  e-mail  to  my  Staff  Judge 
Advocate,  LtCol  Christopher  M.  Greer.  A  request  for  delay  longer  than 
14  days  should  be  addressed  to  me . 

j  4 .  By  copy  of  this  appointing  order,  the  Commanding  officer,  Security 
Battalion,  is  directed  to  furnish  necessary  access  to  personnel  and 
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documentation.  As  PFC  Manning  is  represented  by  counsel,  should  it 
■  become  necessary  to  speak  with  him  in  the  course  of  the  investigation, 
you  must  coordinate  any  communication  to  hjjn  vj^  the  Staff  Judge 
Advocate . 


D.  J.  CHOIKE 
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UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  BASE 
QUANT1CO,  VIRGINIA  22134-5001 


0581 

5800 

28  Dec  10 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  RECORD 

From:  Deputy  Inspector  General 
To:  Base  Commander 

Subj  :  -  INSPECTION  OF  QUANTICO  BRIG  ICO  PFC  MANNING 


(a)  Newspaper  article  Christian  Science  Monitor  dtd  17 
December  2010 

(b)  Newspaper'  article,  Associated-  Press  dtd  22  December 
2010 

(c)  Newspaper  article,  Salon.com  dtd  23  December  2010 

(d)  SECNAVINST  1640 . 9C 

(e)  Quantico  Brig  Order  P1640.1C,  Standing  Operating 
Procedures 


1.  Purpose.  This  memorandum  for  the  record  reports  the 
.findings  of  my  brig  inspection  on  27  December  2010. 

2.  Scope.  As  the  Deputy  Inspector  General,  I  inspected  and 
evaluated  the  Quantico  Brig  on  27  December  2010.  During  my 
comprehensive  brig  tour,  I  observed  the  environment  and  living 
conditions  of  the  individuals  in  pretrial  confinement.  The  brig 
tour  was  given  by  CW04  James  Averhart,  the -Brig  CO.  I  also 
interviewed  Capt  William  Tomaszek  and  MSgt  Brian  Pap.akie,  the 
brig  supervisor,  to  complete  this  memorandum. 


3.  Background  Information.  During  the  past  several  weeks,  there 

have  been  numerous  media  reports  regarding  the  care  and 
treatment  of  Pfc  Bradley  Manning  in  the  Quantico  brig.  Three  of 
these  articles  are  included  as  references  to  this  memorandum 
(ref  a-c) .  These  articles  have  prompted  numerous  emails  and 
phone  calls  to  the  base  from  concerned  citizens.  To  date,  the 
command  duty  officer  has  received  119  phone  calls .  In  addition 
to  these  phone  calls,  the  inspector  general's  office  has 
received  five  emails  from  individuals  expressing  their  concerns. 
These  inquiries  have  prompted  a  command  brig  inspection  that  was 
conducted  on  27  December  2010  and  reduced  to  writing  in  this 
memorandum . 


4 .  Findings/  Initial  Observations. 


At  1330  on  27  December  2010,  CW04  Averhart  provided  a 
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comprehensive  tour  of  the  brig  that  included  the  chow  hall, 
supply,  the  recreational  areas,  the  solitary  confinement  cells 
and  special  quarters. 

b.  My  initial  observation  of  the  brig,  was  that  it  was  a 
well  lit  and  clean  facility.  All  areas  appeared  to  be  well-kept 
and  in  a  state  of  good  repair.  Throughout  my  visit,  I  did  not 
observe  any  dangerous  or  unsanitary  conditions. 

c.  The  first  area  I  observed  was  the  chow  hall.  The  chow 
Hall  was  neat  and  tidy  and  the  workers  I  observed  preparing  the 
food  were  wearing  gloves.  All  pretrial  detainees  are  provided 
the  same  meal  choices  as  the  other  Marines  in  the  various  chow 
halls  aboard  the  base  for  each  particular  day.  The  food  offered 
and  provided  on  the  list  looked  well-balanced  and  adequate. 

d.  The  next  area  I  observed  was  the  solitary  confinement 
section  of  the  brig.  This  area  of  the  brig  had  more  access 
control  measures  and  was  more  secluded  than  the  special  quarters 
confinement  area.  There  were  no  detainees  housed  in  this  area 
of  the  brig. 

e.  There  are  currently  eight  individuals  being  held  in 
pretrial  confinement.  All  eight  of  .these  individuals,  including' 
Manning  are  being  held  in  the  special  quarters  area  of  the  brig. 

f.  Every  detainee  at  Quantico  is  in  a  cell  by  themselves, 
including  Pfc  Manning.  There  are  walls  between  the  cells  with 
bars  on  the  front  of  the  cell.  '  Due  to  the  arrangement  of  cells, 
nq. detainee  at  Politico  can. see  another  detainee,.  

g.  The  indoor  recreational  facility  is  more  than  adequate 
for  physical  training.  There  are  numerous  machines  which 
provide  a  wide  range  of  exercise  to  include  cardiovascular  and 
weight  training.  The  outdoor  facility  also  provides  ample  room 
for  physical  training.  However,  the  area  for  maximum  security 
deatainees  is  much  smaller  and  limited  which  does  not  provide  a 

"wide  range  of  physical- training  options  outside  of  basketball. 

h.  There  is  a  complaint  system  in  place  and  detainees  also 
have  the  option  to  request  mast.  There  are  several  anonymous 
boxes  located  throughout  the  brig  where  a  detainee  can  drop  off 
a  form  510-  prisoner  request  form.  These  boxes  are  locked  and 
only  accessible  to  CW04  Averhart. 
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5 .  Findings  regarding  Pfc  Manning. 

a.  It  has  been  alleged  that  Pfc  Manning  is  being  held  in 
solitary  confinement.  When  detainees  are  processed  into  the 
brig,  their  file  goes  before  a  classification 'and  assignment 
board,  (ref  (d)j 

b.  This  board  assigns  both  a  custody  classification  and 
also  a  status  classification. 

c.  Each  detainee  is  assigned  a  custody  classification  based 
on  the  charges  of  the  case. .  The  board  has  assigned  Pfc  Manning 

a  maximum  custody  classification. 

d.  Prior  to  his  arrival  at  the  Quantico  brig,  Pfc  Manning 
exhibited  suicidal  tendencies,  so  he  was  assigned  a  prevention 
of  injury  (POI)  status.  Pfc  Manning's  custody  and  status 
classification  are  in  place  for  his  own  protection,  so  that  he 
does  not  harm  himself  and  so  that  other  detainees  do  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  cause  him  harm. 

e.  While  his  custody  and  status  classification  does  affect 
some  of  the  privileges  that  Pfc  Manning  would  otherwise  rate, 
this  determination  has  had  no  affect  on  his  location  in  the 
brig.  Pfc  Manning  is  being  held  in  the  same  special  quarters 
section  of  the  brig,  in  the  same  type  of  cell  as  the  other  seven 
pretrial  detainees.  All  detainees  in  the  special  quarters 
section  of  the  brig  are  under  constant  supervision.  Pfc  Manning 
is  not  being  held  in  solitary  confinement. 

f.  Pfc  Manning's  cell  is  located  right  in  front  of  the  duty 
hut  so  that  he  can  be  monitored  by  the  guards  24-7.  I  asked  if 
Pfc  Manning  was  allowed  and  able  to  interact  with  other 
detainees  in  his  area  and  was  informed  that  detainees  could 
speak  to  one  another  as  long  as  it  does  not  become  disruptive  or 
contrary  to  good  order  and  discipline. 

g.  There  were  no  detainees  on-  either  side  of  Pfc  Manning, 
but  I  was  informed  that  there  was  a  detainee  located  in'  the -cell 
next  to  Pfc  Manning  just  last  week.  Pfc  Manning  is  not  being 
intentionally  isolated  in  the  special  quarters  section  of  the 
brig,  as  every  detainee  in  the  brig  did  not  have  another 
detained  located  in  an  adjacent  cell. 

h.  Due  to  Pfc  Manning's  prevention  of  injury  status,  he  is- 
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not  afforded  the  same  privileges  as  another  detainee  without 
I  this  status.  Examples  of  these  privileges  include:  Pfc  Manning 

does  not  have  any  physical  contact  with  any  other  detainee,  Pfc 
Manning  uses  all  recreational  areas  of  the  brig  on  his  own,  Pfe 
i  Manning  watches  t.v.  and  eats  in  his  cell,  Pfc  Manning  is  under 

|  observation- 24-7,  Pfc  Manning  is  provided  a  different  mattress 

|  and  bedding  then  the  other  detainees .  '  ^ 

i.  Reference  (c)  states  that  Pfc  Manning  is  being  treated 
inhumanely  and  that  he  is  only  allowed  out  of  his  cell  one  hour 
per  day.  Per  reference  (d)  and  (e) ,  due  to  his  listing  as  both 
a  maximum  custody  detainee  and  his  assessment  as  a  POI  detainee, 
Pfc  Manning  is  only  permitted  one  hour  per  day  out  of  his  cell. 
Additionally,  reference  (e)  does  not  allow  any  detainee  to 
exercise  in  their  cell  due  to  safety  concerns. 

j.  Reference  (c)  also  states  that  Pfc  Manning  is  subjected 
to  cruel  treatment  and  torment  to  include  responding  to  guards 
every  5  minutes.  While  it  is  true  that  POI  detainees  are 
observed  and  monitored  24-7  and  logbook  entries  are  made  on  Pfc 

j  Manning  every  5  minutes,  Pfc  Manning  is  left  undisturbed  in  his 

|  I  cell  to  read  magazines,  books  or  write  letters  throughout  the 

I  ,/  day . 

k.  Reference  {c)  alleges  that  Pfc  Manning  is  subjected  to 
various  sleep -deprivation  measures  to  include  sleeping  with  the 
lights  on,  uncomfortable  bedding  and  being  awaken  at  various 
times  throughout  the  night.  I  inquired  into  these  allegations  ■ 
and  was  told  that  at  2200  every  night,  the  lights  are  turned  off 

„ _  and  that  only  dim  night  lights  are  used  throughout  the  special 

quarters  section  of  the  brig.  From  2200-0500,  Pfc  Manning  is 
left  undisturbed  in  his  cell. 

l.  Due  to  his  POI  status,  Pfc  Manning  was  issued  a 
different  type  of  mattress  padding  and  bedding  than  the  other 
detainees.  The  mattress  is  one  piece  that  includes  a  built  in 
pillow.  The  mattress  is  padded  so  he  is  not  subjected  to  a  hard 
rack.  -The  blanket  issued  to  Pfc -Manning  is  designed  to  prevent 
tearing,  so  that  the  material  cannot  be  used  for  strangulation . 

m.  Pfc  Manning  is  allotted  at  least  one  hour  of  television 
time  a  day,  but  often  he  is  given  two  or  more  hours  a  day.  Pfc 
Manning  is  allowed  to  watch  whatever  programs  he  chooses 
including  the  news.  Pfc  Manning  is  also  allowed  use  of  the 
telephone.  This  time  does  not  count  against  his  allotted  one 
hour  of  recreational  time  outside  of  his  cell. 
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n.  Pfc  Manning'  is  allowed  to  write  letters  to  his  family 
and  friends.  While  this  mail  is  scanned  with  a  program,  it  is 
not  read  for  content  before  it  is  mailed. 

o.  I  observed  Pfc  Manning  for  approximately  5-10  minutes 
during  my  brig  tour.  '  This  observation  was  conducted  from  the 
duty  hut  which  has  one  sided  glass.  Pfc  Manning  appeared  to  be 
in  good  health  and  looked  like  he  had  proper  hygiene.  Pfc 
Manning  was  dressed  in  pt  gear,  which  was  more  than  adequate  for 
the  temperatures  I  was  presented  in  the  brig. 

p.  Pfc  Manning  is  being  treated  just  like  every  other 
detainee  in  the  brig.  In  my  opinion,  his  treatment  is  firm, 
fair  and  respectful.  I  did  not  observe  any  inhumane  or 
inhospitable  conditions  throughout  my  tour  in  the  brig.  After 
my  tour  of  the  brig,  I  have  determined  that  the  articles,  phone 
calls  and  emails  are  speculative  at  best  and  not  founded  on  any 
clear  and  convincing  facts . 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECFIET ARY 
(MANPOWER  AND  RESERVE  AFFAIRS) 
1000  NAVY  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON  DC  20350-1000 


JUN  13  2011 


From:  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Manpower  and  Reserve 

Affairs) 


To:  Private  First  Class  Bradley  Manning,  U.S.  Army 


Via:  Commandant,  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks 

Subj :  COMPLAINT  OF  WRONGS  UNDER  ARTICLE  138,  UCMJ,  BY  PFC 

BRADLEY  MANNING,  U.S.  ARMY 

Ref:  (a)  JAGMAN,  Chapter  III 

(b)  Your  complaint  of  19  Jan  11,  w/ends 

(c)  CDR ,  MCBQ  ltr  5800  B052  of  8  Apr  11  w/encls  and  w/ends 

1.  In  accordance  with  reference  (a),  this  letter  is  in  response 
to  your  complaint  of  wrongs,  reference  (b) ,  under  Article  138, 
UCMJ,  against  Chief  Warrant  Officer  Four  James  Averhart,  USMC, 
former  Brig  Commander,  Pretrial  Confinement  Facility,  Marine 
Corps  Base  Quantico. 

2.  The  General  Court-Martial  Convening  Authority  (GCMCA) , 
Commander,  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico,  reviewed  your  complaint 
in  accordance  with  reference  (a) ,  and  found  your  allegations  to 
be  cognizable  but  without  merit,  and  granted  no  relief.  After 
careful  review  of  references  (b)  and  (c) ,  I  concur  with  the 
actions  of  the  GCMCA  in  denying  relief.  Specifically,  I  find 
that  the  GCMCA  did  not  abuse  his  discretion  when  he  determined 
there  is  no  evidence  that  CW04  Averhart  exceeded  his  authority 
or  abused  his  discretion  as  Brig  Commander. 

3.  Even  if  your  complaint  had  merit,  your  transfer  to  the 
United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  Fort  Leavenworth  on  April 
20,  2011  is  a  superseding  and  intervening  event  that  has  made 
your  request  for  relief  unavailable. 

4.  This  decision  constitutes  final  action  on  your  complaint. 

You  may  petition  the  Army  Board  for  Correction  of  Military 
Records  to  remove  or  correct  any  error  or  injustice  you  believe 
exists  in  your  military  record ~ 


Copy  to: 

Mr.  Coombs,  Civilian  Defense  C 
HQMC  (JAR) 

Commander,  MCBQ 

SJA,  US  Army  Military  District  Washington 
CW04  Averhart 


Garcia 
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1.  PLAL 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 


QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 


VOLUNTARY  STATEMENT 


2.  DATE 


201101  18 


I,  GYSGT  FULLER,  WILLIAM  It _ _ _ 

free  and  voluntary  statement  to  MSGT  PAPAKIE,  BRIAN _ 

whom  I  know  to  be  QUANTICO  PRE-TRIAL  CONFINEMENT  FACILITY  SUPERVISOR 


,  make  the  following 


I  make  this  statement  of  my  own  free  wll  and  without  any  threats  or  promises  extended  to  ms.  I  fully  understand  that  this 


statement  Is  given  concerning  my  knowledge  of 


DETAINEE  MANNING,  BRADLEY’S  CONDUCT  WHILE  ON  RECREATION  CALL. 


ON  THE  ABOVE  DATE,  ON  OR  ABOUT  1000, 1  WAS  APPROACHED  BY  LCPL  ARTTLLIES.  HE  SAID 
THAT  THE  DUTY  BRIG  SUPERVISOR  (DBS),  GM2  WEBB  NEEDED  ME  RIGHT  AWAY  IN  DORM  1.  I 
IMMEDIATELY  MADE  MY  WAY  TO  DORM  1 .  AS  I  ARRIVED  I  NOTICED  THAT  DETAINEE  MANNING 
WAS  SITTING  IN  A  CHAIR  AND  THAT  HE  WAS  NOTICEABLY  DISTRAUGHT.  GM2  WEBB,  LCPL 
ARTIL-L]ES?LGPL-CLINErANI  -LGPL-TANKERSLEY  WEREALL  PRESENT.  GM2  WEBB  EXPLAINED  .  . 
TO  ME  THAT  DETAINEE  MANNING  HAD  BEEN  TAKEN  FROM  SPECIAL  QUARTERS  TO  DORM  1  FOR 
RECREATION  CALL  AND  THAT  AFTER  THEY  REMOVED  HIS  RESTRAINTS  HE  FELL  TO  THE  DECK. 
HE  STATED  THAT  HE  WASNT  SURE  WHAT  HAPPENED  OR  WHY  SND  FELL  BUT  SAID  THAT  AFTER 
HE  FELL,  MANNING  WAS  HELPED  UP  AND  THEN  RAN  TO  THE  OTHER  SIDE  OF  THE  DORM  AWAY 
FROM  THE  STAFF  MEMBERS. 

AFTER  I  TALKED  TO  GM2  WEBB  I  WENT  TO  MANNING  AND  BEGAN  TALKING  CALMLY  TO  HIM  TO 
FIND  OUT  WHAT  WAS  GOING  ON.  DURING  OUR  CONVERSATION  IT  APPEARED  THAT  HE  HAD  A 
HARD  TIME  BREATHING,  AS  IF  HE  WAS  IN  A  PANIC,  AND  THAT  HE  WAS  SHAKING 
UNCONTROLLABLY.  HE  ALSO  HAD  SLURRED  SPEECH  AND  HAD  A  DIFFICULT  TIME  SPEAKING 
CLEARLY.  AFTER  I  STARTED  TALKING  TO  HIM,  HE  BEGAN  TO  TRY  TO  EXPLAIN  WHAT  WAS 
BOTHERING  HIM.  HIS  THOUGHTS  WERE  NOT  COHERENT  AT  FIRST  AND  I  REALLY  COULDN’T  GET 
A  CLEAR  REASON  AS  TO  WHY  HE  PANICKED,  BUT  AFTER  APPROXIMATELY  15  MINUTES  OF 
TALKING,  DETAINEE  MANNING  WAS  BACK  TO  NORMAL  BEHAVIOR  AND  VERY  TALKATIVE.  HE 
MENTIONED  THAT  HE  WAS  SORRY  AND  REPEATEDLY  APOLOGIZED,  ALTHOUGH  FOR  WHAT  HE 
WAS  NOT  REALLY  SURE.  I  VERIFIED  WITH  MANNING  THAT  HE  WAS  FEELING  BETTER  AND 
MENTIONED  TO  HIM  THAT  IF  HE  WANTED,  HE  WOULD  STILL  BE  AUTHORIZED  RECREATION 
CALL.  HE  SAID  THAT  HE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  THE  REMAINDER  OF  HIS  TIME  AND  I 
LEFT  HIM  WITH  THE  DBS,  CPL  BALDWIN  FF  MEMBERS. 


GYSGT  USMC 
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.nplete  this  form  In  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE.  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
.  _jmlnistratlon  Chief.  One  copy  Is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  Individual's  organization  If  the  incident  occured  ourside 
the  facility. 


LfltAtiON  OF  INfiioErllf  ~  "  . .  . " 

Tiste —  ■ 

DATE 

MCCDC  QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 

1319 

20110118 

INDIVIDUAL^)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  i LAST ,  FIFST,  MX) 

LOCATION/DQRM 

INJURED  (YES/NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

10075 

MANNING, BRADLEY  E. 

SQ1 

NO 

N/A 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light 

Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 

rascniPTiow  of  WcToeTittw  t 

ioN'take'N  loss  WevMsE  It  WKOEO) - : - 

SIR  ON  THE  ABOVE  TIME  AND  DATE  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  DUTY  BRIG  SUPERVISOR,  I  GM2  WEBB 
WAS  GETTING  SND  READY  FOR  HIS  DAILY  RECREATION  CALL  ALONG  WITH LCPLTANKERSLEY.  LCPL 
TANKERSLY  PLACED  SND  IN  FULL  RESTRAINTS  AND  CALLED  ON  THE  RAD  10 TO  SOUND  STAND  BY  FOR 
LOCKDOWN.  LCPL  TANKERSLY  THEN  ESCORTED  SND  OUT  OF  HIS  CELL  AND  INSTRUCTED  HIM  TO  FACE  THE  "A" 
ROW  EXIT.  SND  FACED  THE  DOOR  THEN  LCPL  TANKERSLEY  STATED  AYE  AYE  LCPL  SND  ASKED  WHAT? 

LCPL  TANKERSLEY  THEN  EXPLAINED  TO  SND  THAT  ANYTIME  HE  RESPONDS  TO  A  STAFF  MEMBER  HE  IS  TO 
RESPOND  AYE  AYE,  YES  OR  NO  AND  SAID  PERSONS  RANK  IF  ENLISTED  AND  SIR  OR  MA'AM  IF  COMMISSIONED. 
LCPL  TANKERSLEY  TOLD  HIM  LETS  GO  AND  SND  SAID  "NO  WAIT."  I  THEN  EXPLAINED  TO  SND  THAT  HE  IS  A 
DETAINEE  INSIDE  THIS  FACILITY  AND  ANYTIME  HE  IS  ADDRESSED  BY  STAFF  MEMBERS  HE  NEEDS  TO  RESPOND 
USING  RANK  OR  TITLE.  SND  SAID  YES  GM2. 1  THEN  ASKED  IF  HE  WAS  READY  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  HIS 
"RECREATIONAL  CALL  AND  SND  REPUED  YES  GM2.  LOCKDOWN  WAS  COMMENCED  AND  WE  (GM2  WEBB  LCPL 
.NKERSLY  AND  LCPL  CLINE)  ESCORTED  SND  TO  DORM  ONE  FOR  HIS  RECREATIONAL  CALL  .  UPON  ARRIVAL  TO 
^ORM  ONE  WE  ENTERED  THE  HATCH  AND  ESCORTED  SND  TO  THE  CENTER  OF  THE  SPACE  TO  REMOVE  HIS 
RESTRAINTS.  LCPL  TANKERSLY  INSTRUCTED  SND  NOT  TO  MOVE  WHILE  HE  WAS  REMOVING  HIS  RESTRAINTS  SNC 
DIDN'T  RESPOND  SO  LCPL  TANKERSLY  REPEATED  HIMSELF  TELLING  SND  NOT  TO  MOVE  SND  STATED  "IM  NOT 
MOVING".  LCPL  TANKERSLY  TOLD  SND  HE  NEEDED  TO  SAY  LANCE  CORPORAL  THEN  SND  STATED  "AYE  LANCE 
CORPORAL"  LCPL  TANKERSLY  REMOVED  SND'S  RESTRAINTS  AND  ONCE  HE  REMOVED  HIS  HAND  RESTRAINTS 
SND  FELL  BACKWARDS  FALLING  ON  HIS  BUTTOCKS  LCPL  TANKERSLY  AND  MYSELF  REACHED  OUT  TO  CATCH 
HIM  AND  I  ASKED  IF  HE  WASOK.  HETHEN  JUMPED  UP  AND  QUICKLY  RAN  BEHIND  A  WORKOUT  MACHINE 
MUMBULING  SOMETHING  AND  COVERING  HIS  FACE.  I  THEN  CALLED  THE  SECURITY  CHIEF  TO  COMETO  DORM. 
ONE  AT  THAT  TIME  HE  UNCOVERED  HIS  FACE  AND  STARTED  YELLING  "IM  SORRY  GM2  IM 
SORRY  LCPL"  I  INSTRUCTED  LCPL  CLINE  TO  GRAB  A  CHAIR  SO  THAT  SND  COULD  SIT  AND  CALM  DOWN. 

GYSGT  FULLER  ARRIVED  AT  DORM  ONE  AND  I  EXPLAINED  THE  OCCURRENCE  OF  EVENTS  TO  HIM.  HETHEN 
ASKED  SND  IF  THERE  WAS  ANY  PARTICULAR  EVENT  THAT  TRIGGERED  SND'S  REACTIONS  .  SND  STATED  HE 
DIDN'T  UNDERSTAND  WHY  HE  WAS  BEING  TREATED  DIFFERENT  AND  THAT  IT  SEEMED  THAT  ALL  THE  GUARDS 
WERE  ANXIOUS  AND  IT  WAS  MAKING  HIM  ANXIOUS  .  GYSGT.  FULLER  ASKED  WHAT  COULD  WE  DO  TO  HELP  YOU 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED 

TIME  6ENT  TO  SICK  BAY 

TIME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

TIME  RETURNED  TO  FACILITY 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 


NAME  OF  PERSON  MAKING  CALLS 

GM2  WEBB 

TIME 

1325 

TITLE 

NAME 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER 

/lO/lY 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS 

uw/th/tq 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

SSGT  LEE 

C  '&>  IT  ,  n  s?- 

— — 

^RIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE 

_ 

f  Zoo  /foiiR 

RIG  COMMANDER 

CW04  AVERHART  ' 

_,iAME.  GRADE.  ORGANIZATION.  TITLE  (PRINT) 

WEBB.T  GM2 

1535 

20110118 

THS  REPORT  RECEIVED  IN  ADMIN  OFFICE  BY  ^ 

SIGNATURE 

datI 
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SND  STATED  HE  DIDNT  KNOW  .  HE  WAS  THEN  ASKED  IF  HE  WANTED  TO  GO  BACK  TO  HIS  CELL  OR  CONTINUE 
RECREATIONAL  CALI  SND  STATED  HE  WAS  OK  AND  IF  POSSIBLE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  HIS 
RECREATIONAL  CALL.  I  CALLED  FOR  2  DIFFERENT  ESCORTS  TO  ASSIST  WITH  RECREATIONAL  CALL  AND  TO 
RELIEVE  LCPL  TANKER  SLY  AND  LCPL  CUNE.  CPL  BALDWIN  AND  LCPL  ARTILES  ARRIVED.  SND  RODE  A  SPIN 
BIKE  AND  COMPLETED  HIS  RECREATIONAL  CALL  WITHOUT  FURTHER  INCIDENT.  EOS - 


*7  tff  $ 
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PLACE 

MCCDC  QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 

VOLUNTARY  STATEMENT 


2.  DATE 

20130118 


I,  LCPL  TANKERSLEY 


,  make  the  following 


free  and  voluntary  statement  to  MSGT  PAPAKIE 


whom  !  know  to  be  BRIG  SUPERVISOR 


l  make  this  statement  of  my  own  free  will  and  without  any  threats  or  promises  extended  to  me .  I  fully  understand  that  thl  s 
statement  Is  given  concerning  my  knowledge  of 

THE  INCIDENT  CONCERNING  MAX/DET  MANNINGl  ~]  SIR,  ON  THE  ABOVE  DATE  WHILE 

PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  ESCORT,  I,  LCPL  TANKERSLEY  PUT  SND  IN  FULL  RESTRAINTS. 

UPON  WALKING  OUT  OF  HIS  CELL  SND  STOPPED  AND  STARTED  LOOKING  AROUND.  I  TOLD  SND 
TO  FACE  THE  DOOR.  SND  FACED  THE  DOOR  WITHOUT  RESPONDING.  I  INFORMED  SND  THAT 
WHENEVER  A  GUARD  GIVES  HIM  AN  ORDER  HE  IS  TO  RESPOND  IN  THE  CORRECT  MANNER. 

(AYE  AYE,  RANK  OF  PERSON  )  SND  THEN  SAID  HE  DOESNT  UNDERSTAND.  GM2  WEBB,  THE  DBS, 
TRIED  TO  INFORM  SND  THAT  WHEN  A  GUARD  GIVES  HIM  AN  ORDER,  HE  NEEDS  TO  RESPOND  IN 
THE'CORRECTWAY.  SNDTHEN  STARTED  BREATHING  HARD’AND  WAS  SAYTNG1  DON’T  KNOW 
MULTIPLE  TIMES.  SND  THEN  CALMED  DOWN  AND  GM2  WEBB  ASKED  SND  IF  HE  WAS  READY  TO 
CONTINUE  HIS  RECREATION  CALL.  SND  SAID  YES  AND  WE,  ( GM2  WEBB,  LCPL  CLINE,  AND 
MYSELF ),  ESCORTED  SND  TO  DORM  ONE.  ONCE  IN  DORM  ONE  I  TOOK  THE  RESTRAINTS  OFF  SND 
AFTER  I  TOOK  THE  HAND  RESTRAINTS  OFF  SND,  HE  FELL  BACKWARDS  INTO  THE  SITTING 
POSITION.  GM2  WEBB  AND  MYSELF  REACHED  TO  HELP  SND,  BUT  SND  GOT  BACK  UP  ON  HIS 
OWN.  I  GRABBED  SND’S  ARM  TO  HELP  HIM  AND  SND  SHOOK  IT  OFF  WHILE  MOVING  TOWARDS  A 
FITNESS  MACHINE  IN  A  QUICK  MANNER.  WHEN  REACHING  THE  FITNESS  MACHINE  HE  GOT 
BEHIND  IT,  LEANED  ON  IT,  COVERED  HIS  FACE,  AND  STARTED  CRYING.  AT  THIS  TIME  GM2 
WEBB  CALLED  FOR  THE  SECURITY  CHIEF,  GYSGT  FULLER,  TO  COME  TO  HIS  LOCATION  IN  DORM 
ONE.  SND  THEN  STATED  IM  SORRY,  IM  SORRY.  AFTER  THAT  GYSGT  FULLER  ARRIVED.  E.O.S. 


jltspecTFotoi  •sufcm^TTEC’ 

oJavkvbf' 

(jsru-c./  up'-/  JL. 
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MCCDC  QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 

VOLUNTARY  STATEMENT 


2.  DATE 
20110118 


I,.  LCPL CLINE 


,  make  the  fallowing 


e  and  voluntaiy  statement  to  MSGTPAPAKIE 


whom  I  know  to  be  BRIG  SUPERVISOR 


make  this  statement  of  my  own  free  will  and  without  any  threats  or  promises  extended  to  me.  I  fully  understand  that  this 
statement  Is  given  concerning  my  knowledge  of  _ 

THE  INCIDENT  CONCERNING  MAX/DET  MANNING  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES 

AS  AN  ESCORT  I  WITNESSED  SND  HAVE  AN  OUTBURST  INSIDE  SQ-1.  SND  WAS  TOLD  BY  LCPL 
TANKERSLEY  THAT  WHEN  HE  RECEIVES  AN  ORDER  FROM  A  GUARD  HE  IS  TO  RESPOND  BY 
SAYING,  "AYE"  FOLLOWED  BY  THE  RANK  OF  THE  GUARD.  SND  DID  NOT  RESPOND  AND  WHEN 
HE  WAS  TOLD  AGAIN  SND  BEGAN  TO  BREATHE  HEAVILY  AND  SAY  HE  DOESN'T  UNDERSTAND 
WHY  SEVERAL  TIMES.  SND  THEN  TOLD  DBS  GM2  WEBB  HE  COULDN’T  THINK  OF  THE  WORD  HE 
WAS  LOOKING  FOR.  SND  WAS  THEN  ASKED  IF  HE  WAS  READY  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  HIS 
RECREATION  CALL.  IN  RESPONSE  SND  YELLED,  "NO,  STOP"  AT  WHICH  POINT  DBS  GM2  WEBB 
TOIMM-NOTTO  YELL  AND  TO  CALM  DOWN.  SND  WAS  AGAIN  ASKED  IF'HE  WAS  'READY  FOR 
HIS  RECREATION  CALL  AND  SND  RESPONDED  YES.  SND  WAS  THEN  ESCORTED  TO  DORM  1  BY 
DBS  GM2  WEBB,  LCPL  TANKERSLEY,  AND  MYSELF.  WHILE  REMOVING  THE  RESTRAINTS  FROM 
SND  LCPL  TANKERSLEY  TOLD  SND  NOT  TO  MOVE.  SND  DID  NOT  REPLY  AND  WAS  ONCE  AGAIN 
COUNSELED  ON  THE  MATTER.  AFTER  BEING  TOLD  THIS  SND  BEGAN  SHAKING  AND  ONCE  ALL 
OF  THE  RESTRAINTS  WERE  REMOVED  HE  FELL  BACKWARDS  AND  SAT  ON  THE  GROUND  AS  IF  HE 
PASSED  OUT.  DBS  GM2  WEBB  AND  LCPL  TANKERSLEY  REACHED  OUT  TO  HELP  SND  WHEN  HE 
JUMPED  UP  AND  SHOOK  HIS  ARM  AWAY  FROM  THE  GUARDS.  SND  RAN  BEHIND  AN  EXERCISE 
MACHINE  AT  WHICH  POINT  SND  SAID,  "LEAVE  ME  ALONE."  SND  THEN  PUT  HIS  HANDS  OVER  HIS 
FACE  AND  BEGAN  TO  CRY.  DBS  GM2  WEBB  NOTIFIED  THE  SECURITY  CHIEF  GYSGT  FULLER  WHO 
CAME  TO  DORM  I.E.O.S. 


*/i 

CuiJt.,  J,f 
t,cPl(osncj  S6CU 
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Appellate  Exhibit  258 
Attachment  25 
have  been  entered  into 
the  record  as  a  CD/DVD 
and  will  be  maintained 
with  the  original 
Record  of  Trial 
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https://www.bobbarker.com/web/product.asp?AppriseWebKev=033700828.02402759&AppriseCustCo 

de=WEBGUEST&product=505 


Isolation/Suicide  Cell  Smock,  Green 

Velcro  fastening  pieces  adjust  to 
accommodate  adults  weighing  from  100 
to  300  lbs.  The  chest  area  of  the  smock 
adjusts  from  44"  to  56". 

Our  construction  provides  an  extra 
measure  of  security  against  accidental 
opening,  for  greater  protection  of  the 
wearer's  dignity. 

Calming  Sherwood  Green  color  is  stain- 
resistant  and  suitable  for  use  by  both 
men  and  women. 


Click  image  for  enlarged  view 

For  peace  of  mind,  protection,  and  compassionate  care. 

Quality  Construction  - 

•  Two  heavy-duty  650-denier  polyester  outside  fabric  faces,  lockstitch  quilted  to  a  8  oz.  polyester 
inner  batting.  Durable  bonded  nylon  thread  used  for  all  stitching.  We  manufacture  our  blankets 
and  smocks  to  stand  up  to  tough  treatment  and  give  you  long,  dependable  service. 

Very  Safe  and  Secure  - 

•  Flame-resistant  and  virtually  impossible  to  tear.  Can't  be  easily  disassembled.  Can't  be  easily 
twisted  into  knots  or  nooses.  Our  blankets  and  smocks  are  designed  and  constructed  to  meet  the 
challenge  of  your  tough  safety  and  security  issues. 

Comfortable  to  Use  - 

•  Outside  layers  aren't  overly  coarse  and  heavy,  and  won't  chafe  or  irritate  bare  skin.  8  oz.  inner 
batting  provides  ample  mass  for  security  and  soothing  warmth.  Our  Isolation/Suicide  products 
provide  an  enhanced  level  of  comfort,  without  compromising  safety  or  security  in  any  way. 

Easy  to  Care  For  - 

•  No  special  laundering  procedures  to  follow.  Our  blankets  and  smocks  wash  easily,  dry  rapidly, 
and  are  ready  to  go  back  into  service  fast. 

Priced  for  Tight  Budgets  - 

•  Our  advanced  manufacturing  techniques  keep  our  costs  low,  and  we  pass  those  savings  on  to 
you. 
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MARINE  CORPS  BASE  PRETRIAL  CONFINEMENT  FACILITY 


INDIVIDUALS)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST.  FIRST.  Ml) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES.'NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

10075 

MANNING 

SQ 

NO 

N/A 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 


TAkr  N'f'OSc  Ri'VS'H'STTrN&rEUj 


MA'AM,  ON  THE  ABOVE  DATE  AND  TIME  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  SPECIAL  QUAR  TERS 
SUPERVISOR  I,  LCPL  MILLER,  NOTICED  DET  MANNING^^^^HHAD  HIS  HEAD  AND  ARMS  INSIDE  OF  HIS 
POI  JUMP  SUIT  I  THEN  WOKE  UP  SND  AND  TOLD  HIM  THAT  I  NEED  TO  SEE  HIS  FACE  AND  TO  POKE  HIS  HEAD 
OUT.  WHILE  DOING  WHAT  I  INSTRUCTED  HIM  TO  DO,  SND  REALIZED  HE  WAS  STUCK  AND  BEGAN  TO  ROLL 
AROUND  SAYING,  "I  HATE  THIS  STUPID  THING."  I  THEN  TOLD  SND  TO  CALM  DOWN  AND  STAND  UP  TO  TRY  TO 
PULL  THE  POI  JUMP  SUIT  OVER  HIS  HEAD,  BUT  HIS  ARMS  WERE  STILL  STUCK  I  THEN  CALLED  FOR  THE 
WATCH  SUPERVISOR,  CPL  SANDERS,  TO  COME  DOWN  TO  SPECIAL  QUARTERS  TO  LOOK  AT  THE  SITUATION 
AND  GET  PERMISSION  TO  OPEN  CELL  191  AND  HELP  SND.  UPON  CPL  SANDERS  ARRIVAL  HE  EVALUATED  THE 
SITUATION  AND  OPENED  CELL  191  TO  HELP  SND  FREE  HIS  ARMS  ONCE  SND  WAS  SITUATED  I  THEN  TOLD  HIM 
NOT  TO  PUT  HIS  HEAD  AND  ARMS  INSIDE  HIS  POI  JUMP  SUIT  AGAIN,  AND  THAT  IF  HE  IS  COLD  TO  USE  HIS 
SECOND  POI  BLANKET  INSTEAD.  THE  DBS  WAS  THEN  NOTIFIED  AND  THIS  REPORT  WAS  WRITTEN,  AND  THE 
INCIDENT  WAS  RECORED  ON  CAMERA.  EOS . 
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Ref:  AMR  51/2011/005 


COL  Carl  R.  Coffman  Jr. 

Commander,  US  Army  Garrison 

204  Lee  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall 

Fort  Myer 

Virginia  22211 

USA 


AMNESTY 

INTERNATIONAL 


AMNESTY  INTERNATIONAL  INTERNATIONAL  SECRETARIAT 
Peter  Benenson  House,  1  Easton  Street, 

London  WC1X  ODW,  United  Kingdom 

T. +44  (0120  7413  5500  F:  +44  (0)20  7950  1157 

E:  amnestyis@amnesty.org  W:  www.amnesty.org 


1 9  January  201 1 


Dear  Colonel  Coffman 

I  enclose  a  copy  of  a  letter  which  Amnesty  International  has  today  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
regarding  the  conditions  of  confinement  of  PFC  Bradley  Manning  at  the  Quantico  Marine  Corps  Base, 
Virginia. 

We  would  be  grateful  for  your  comments  and  urge  you  to  ensure  that  PFC  Manning  is  subject  to 
humane  treatment  which  is  consistent  with  his  untried  status. 


Yours  sincerely, 


Susan  Lee 
Program  Director 
Americas  Regional  Program 
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INTERNATIONAL 


AMNESTY  INTERNATIONAL  INTERNATIONAL  SECRETARIAT 
Peter  Senenson  House,  1  Easton  Street, 

London  WC1X  OOW,  United  Kingdom 

T.  +44  (0)20  7413  5500  P  +44  (0)20  7950  1157 

E:  amnestyisoanmestyorg  W:  www.amnesty.org 


I  am  writing  to  express  concern  about  the  conditions  under  which  Private  First  Class  (PFC)  Bradley 
Manning  is  detained  at  the  Quantico  Marine  Corps  Base  in  Virginia. 

We  are  informed  that,  since  July  2010,  PFC  Manning  has  been  confined  for  23  hours  a  day  to  a  single 
cell,  measuring  around  72  square  feet  (6.7  square  metres)  and  equipped  only  with  a  bed,  toilet  and 
sink.  There  is  no  window  to  the  outside,  the  only  view  being  on  to  a  corridor  through  the  barred  doors 
of  his  cell.  All  meals  are  taken  in  his  cell,  which  we  are  told  has  no  chair  or  table.  He  has  no 
association  or  contact  with  other  pre-trial  detainees  and  he  is  allowed  to  exercise,  alone,  for  just  one 
hour  a  day,  in  a  day-room  or  outside.  He  has  access  to  a  television  which  is  placed  in  the  corridor  for 
limited  periods  of  the  day.  However,  he  is  reportedly  not  permitted  to  keep  personal  possessions  in  his 
cell,  apart  from  one  book  and  magazine  at  a  time.  Although  he  may  write  and  receive  correspondence, 
writing  is  allowed  only  at  an  allotted  time  during  the  day  and  he  is  not  allowed  to  keep  such  materials 
in  his  cell. 

We  understand  that  PFC  Manning's  restrictive  conditions  of  confinement  are  due  to  his  classification  as 
a  maximum  custody  detainee.  This  classification  also  means  that  -  unlike  medium  security  detainees 
—  he  is  shackled  at  the  hands  and  legs  during  approved  social  and  family  visits,  despite  all  such  visits 
at  the  facility  being  non-contact.  He  is  also  shackled  during  attorney  visits  at  the  facility.  We  further 
understand  that  PFC  Manning,  as  a  maximum  custody  detainee,  is  denied  the  opportunity  for  a  work 
assignment  which  would  allow  him  to  be  out  of  his  cell  for  most  of  the  day.  The  United  Nations  (UN) 
Standard  Minimum  Rules  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners  (SMR),  which  are  internationally  recognized 
guiding  principles,  provide  inter  alia  that  "Untried  prisoners  shall  always  be  offered  opportunity  to 
work"  should  they  wish  to  undertake  such  activity  (SMR  Section  C,  rule  89). 

PFC  Manning  is  also  being  held  under  a  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  assignment,  which  means  that  he  is 
subjected  to  further  restrictions.  These  include  checks  by  guards  every  five  minutes  and  a  bar  on  his 
sleeping  during  the  day.  He  is  required  to  remain  visible  at  all  times,  including  during  night  checks. 

His  POI  status  has  resulted  in  his  being  deprived  of  sheets  and  a  separate  pillow,  causing 
uncomfortable  sleeping  conditions;  his  discomfort  is  reportedly  exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  he  is 
required  to  sleep  only  in  boxer  shorts  and  has  suffered  chafing  of  his  bare  skin  from  the  blankets. 

We  are  concerned  that  no  formal  reasons  have  been  provided  to  PFC  Manning  for  either  his  maximum 
security  classification  or  the  POI  assignment  and  that  efforts  by  his  counsel  to  challenge  these 
assignments  through  administrative  procedures  have  thus  far  failed  to  elicit  a  response.  We  are  further 
concerned  that  he  reportedly  remains  under  POI  despite  a  recommendation  by  the  military  psychiatrist 
overseeing  his  treatment  that  such  an  assignment  is  no  longer  necessary. 

Amnesty  International  recognizes  that  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  to  segregate  prisoners  for 
disciplinary  or  security  purposes.  However,  the  restrictions  imposed  in  PFC  Manning's  case  appear  to 
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The  Honorable  Robert  M.  Gates 
Secretary  of  Defense 
1400  Defense  Pentagon 
Washington  DC  20301 
USA 


19  January  201 1 


Dear  Secretary  of  Defense 
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AMR  51/036/2011 


Barack  Obama 

The  President 

The  White  House 

Office  of  the  President 

1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW 

Washington  DC  20500 

USA 


INTERNATIONAL 


AMNESTY 


AMNESTY  INTERNATIONAL  INTERNATIONAL  SECRETARIAT 
Peter  Benenson  House,  1  Easton  Street. 

London  WC1X  OOW,  United  Kingdom 
T  +44  (0)20  7413  5500  F.  +44  (0)20  7956  1157 

E  amnestyis@amnesty.org  W:  www.amnesty.org 


24  March  2011 


Dear  Mr  President 

RE  TREATMENT  IN  CUSTODY  OF  PFC  BRADLEY  MANNING 

Earlier  this  year  Amnesty  International  wrote  to  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  Gates  about  the  treatment 
of  PFC  Bradley  Manning  in  pre-trial  detention  at  the  Quantico  Marine  Corps  Base.  We  expressed 
concern  that  his  conditions  of  confinement  -  which  include  23-hour  confinement  to  a  small,  sparsely 
furnished  cell  and  other  deprivations  -  were  unnecessarily  harsh  and  in  breach  of  international 
standards  for  humane  treatment 

We  understand  that  Private  Manning's  conditions  have  not  improved  and  have  been  defended  by  the 
military  authorities  as  in  keeping  with  their  procedures.  However,  Amnesty  International  remains 
concerned  that  his  conditions  fall  short  of  international  standards  for  humane  treatment  and  are 
inconsistent  with  his  status  as  an  untried  prisoner.  We  are  further  concerned  by  the  impact  that  his 
conditions  may  have  on  his  psychological  health  which,  in  turn,  may  affect  his  ability  to  assist  in  his 
defence  and  thus  his  right  to  a  fair  trial. 

I  enclose  a  copy  of  a  further  letter  which  Amnesty  International  has  today  sent  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  regarding  Bradley  Manning’s  detention  conditions.  We  urge  that  measures  are  taken  to  ensure 
that  he  is  no  longer  held  in  23-hour  solitary  confinement  and  subjected  to  other  undue  deprivations. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Susan  Lee 
Program  Director 
Americas  Regional  Program 
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Ref:  TG  AMR  51/038/2011 


COL  Carl  R.  Coffman  Jr. 

Commander,  US  Army  Garrison 

204  Lee  Avenue 

Joint  Base  Myer-Henderson  Hall 

Fort  Myer 

Virginia  222 11 

USA 


AMNESTY 

INTERNATIONAL 

AMNESTY  INTERNATIONAL  INTERNATIONAL  SECRETARIAT 
Peter  Benenson  House,  1  Easton  Street, 

London  WC IX  ODW,  United  Kingdom 

T.  +44  (0120  7413  5500  F  +44  (0120  7956  1157 

E.  amnestyis@amnesty.org  W:  www.amnestyorg 


24  March  2011 


Dear  Colonel  Coffman, 

I  enclose  a  copy  of  a  letter  which  was  sent  today  to  President  Barack  Obama  and  a  second  letter  sent  to 
Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  M.  Gates.  The  letters  concern  the  conditions  of  confinement  of  PFC 
Bradley  Manning  at  the  Quantico  Marine  Corps  Base,  Virginia. 

The  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  follows  an  earlier  letter  sent  on  19  January  2011.  A  copy  of  this 
earlier  letter  was  emailed  and  posted  to  you.  In  this  correspondence  we  requested  your  comments  on 
the  concerns  raised  and  urged  you  to  ensure  that  PFC  Manning  is  subject  to  humane  treatment, 
consistent  with  his  untried  status.  We  note  that  we  have  not  received  a  response  from  you  to  this 
earlier  correspondence. 

Copies  of  the  two  letters  have  also  been  sent  to  Colonel  Daniel  J.  Choike. 

We  would  be  grateful  for  your  response. 


Yours  sincerely, 


Susan  Lee 
Program  Director 
Americas  Regional  Program 
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Private  Manning’s  Humiliation 

Bradley  Manning  is  the  soldier  charged  with  leaking  U.S.  government  documents  to  Wikileaks. 

He  is  currently  detained  under  degrading  and  inhumane  conditions  that  are  illegal  and  immoral. 

For  nine  months.  Manning  has  been  confined  to  his  cell  for  23  hours  a  day.  During  his  one 
remaining  hour,  he  can  walk  in  circles  in  another  room,  with  no  other  prisoners  present.  He  is  not 
allowed  to  doze  off  or  relax  during  the  day,  but  must  answer  the  question  “Are  you  OK?” 
verbally  and  in  the  affirmative  every  five  minutes.  At  night,  he  is  awakened  to  be  asked  again, 
“are  you  OK”  every  time  he  turns  his  back  to  the  cell  door  or  covers  his  head  with  a  blanket  so 
that  the  guards  cannot  see  his  face.  During  the  past  week  he  was  forced  to  sleep  naked  and  stand 
naked  for  inspection  in  front  of  his  cell,  and  for  the  indefinite  future  must  remove  his  clothes  and 
wear  a  "smock"  under  claims  of  risk  to  himself  that  he  disputes. 

The  sum  of  the  treatment  that  has  been  widely  reported  is  a  violation  of  the  Eighth  Amendment’s 
prohibition  of  cruel  and  unusual  punishment,  and  the  Fifth  Amendment’s  guarantee  against 
punishment  without  trial.  If  continued,  it  may  well  amount  to  a  violation  of  the  criminal  statute 
against  torture,  defined  as,  among  other  things,  “the  administration  or  application. . .  of. . . 
procedures  calculated  to  disrupt  profoundly  the  senses  or  the  personality.” 

Private  Manning  has  been  designated  as  an  appropriate  subject  for  both  Maximum  Security  and 
Prevention  of  Injury  (POI)  detention.  But  he  asserts  that  his  administrative  reports  consistently 
describe  him  as  a  well-behaved  prisoner  who  does  not  fit  the  requirements  for  Maximum 
Security  detention.  The  Brig  psychiatrist  began  recommending  his  removal  from  Prevention  of 
Injury  months  ago.  These  claims  have  not  been  publicly  contested.  In  an  Orwellian  twist,  the 
spokesman  for  the  brig  commander  refused  to  explain  the  forced  nudity  “because  to  discuss  the 
details  would  be  a  violation  of  Manning’s  privacy.” 

The  Administration  has  provided  no  evidence  that  Manning’s  treatment  reflects  a  concern  for  his 
own  safety  or  that  of  other  inmates.  Unless  and  until  it  does  so,  there  is  only  one  reasonable 
inference:  this  pattern  of  degrading  treatment  aims  either  to  deter  future  whistleblowers,  or  to 
force  Manning  to  implicate  Wikileaks  founder  Julian  Assange  in  a  conspiracy,  or  both. 

If  Manning  is  guilty  of  a  crime,  let  him  be  tried,  convicted,  and  punished  according  to  law.  But 
his  treatment  must  be  consistent  with  the  Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  There  is  no  excuse 
for  his  degrading  and  inhumane  pre-trial  punishment.  As  the  State  Department’s  PJ  Crowly  put  it 
recently,  they  are  “counterproductive  and  stupid.”  And  yet  Crowley  has  now  been  forced  to 
resign  for  speaking  the  plain  truth. 

The  Wikileaks  disclosures  have  touched  every  corner  of  the  world.  Now  the  whole  world 
watches  America  and  observes  what  it  does;  not  what  it  says. 

President  Obama  was  once  a  professor  of  constitutional  law,  and  entered  the  national  stage  as  an 
eloquent  moral  leader.  The  question  now,  however,  is  whether  his  conduct  as  Commander  in 
Chief  meets  fundamental  standards  of  decency.  He  should  not  merely  assert  that  Manning’s 
confinement  is  “appropriate  and  meet[s]  our  basic  standards,”  as  he  did  recently.  He  should 
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require  the  Pentagon  publicly  to  document  the  grounds  for  its  extraordinary  actions  -and 
immediately  end  those  which  cannot  withstand  the  light  of  day. 

Signed: 

Bruce  Ackerman,  Yale  Law  School 
Yochai  Benkler,  Harvard  Law  School 

Additional  Signatories  (institutional  affiliation,  for  identification  purposes  only): 

Jack  Balkin,  Yale  Law  School 
Richard  L.  Abel,  UCLA  Law 
David  Abrams,  Harvard  Law  School 
Martha  Ackelsberg,  Smith  College 
Julia  Adams,  Sociology,  Yale  University 
Kirsten  Ainley,  London  School  of  Economics 
Jeffrey  Alexander,  Yale  University 
Philip  Alston,  NYU  School  of  Law 
Anne  Alstott,  Harvard  Law  School 

Elizabeth  Anderson,  Philosophy  and  Women's  Studies,  University  of  Michigan 

Kevin  Anderson,  University  of  California 

Scott  Anderson,  Philosophy,  University  of  British  Columbia 

Claudia  Angelos,  NYU  School  of  Law 

Donald  K.  Anton.  Australian  National  University  College  of  Law 
Joyce  Appleby,  History,  UCLA 
Kwame  Anthony  Appiah,  Princeton  University 
Stanley  Aronowitz,  Sociology,  CUNY  Graduate  Center 

Jean  Maria  Arrigo,  PhD,  social  psychologist.  Project  on  Ethics  and  Art  in  Testimony 
Reuven  Avi-Yonah,  University  of  Michigan  Law 
H.  Robert  Baker,  Georgia  State  University 
Katherine  Beckett,  University  of  Washington 

Duncan  Bell,  Politics  and  International  Studies,  University  of  Cambridge 
Steve  Berenson,  Thomas  Jefferson  School  of  Law 
Michael  Bertrand,  UNC  Chapel  Hill 

Christoph  Bezemek,  Public  Law,  Vienna  University  of  Economics  and  Business 

Michael  J.  Bosia,  Political  Science,  Saint  Michael's  College 

Bret  Boyce,  University  of  Detroit  Mercy  School  of  Law 

Rebecca  M.  Bratspies,  CUNY  School  of  Law 

Jason  Brennan,  Philosophy,  Brown  University 

Talbot  Brewer,  Philosophy,  University  of  Virginia 

John  Bronsteen,  Loyola  University  Chicago 

Peter  Brooks,  Princeton  University 

James  Robert  Brown,  University  of  Toronto 

Sande  L.  Buhai, Loyola  Law  School,  Los  Angeles 

Ahmed  I  Bulbulia,  Seton  Hall  Law  School 

Susannah  Camic,  University  of  Wisconsin  Law  School 

Lauren  Carasik,  Western  New  England  College  School  of  Law 

Teri  L.  Caraway,  University  of  Minnesota 

Alexander  M.  Capron,  University  of  Southern  California,  Gould  School  of  Law 
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Michael  W.  Carroll,  Law  American  University 

Marshall  Carter-Tripp,  Ph.D,  Foreign  Service  Officer,  retired 

Jonathan  Chausovsky,  Political  Science,  SUNY-Fredonia 

Carol  Chomsky,  University  of  Minnesota  Law  School 

John  Clippinger,  Berkman  Center  for  Internet  and  Society 

Andrew  Jason  Cohen,  Georgia  State  University 

Lizabeth  Cohen,  Harvard  University 

Marjorie  Cohn,  Thomas  Jefferson  School  of  Law 

Doug  Colbert,  Maryland  School  of  Law 

Sheila  Collins,  William  Paterson  University 

Nancy  Combs,  William&  Mary  Law  School 

Stephen  A.  Conrad,  Indiana  University  Mauer  School  of  Law 

Steve  Cook,  Philosophy,  Utica  College 

Robert  Crawford,Arts  and  Sciences,  University  of  Washington 

Thomas  P.  Crocker,  University  of  South  Carolina 

Jennifer  Curtin,  UCI  School  of  Medicine 

Deryl  D.  Dantzler,  Walter  F.  Gorge  School  of  Law  of  Mercer  University 

Benjamin  G.  Davis,  University  of  Toledo  College  of  Law 

Rochelle  Davis,  School  of  Foreign  Service,  Georgetown  University 

Wolfgang  Deckers,  Richmond  University,  London 

Michelle  M.  Dempsey,  Villanova  University  School  of  Law 

Wai  Chee  Dimock,  English,  Yale  University 

Sinan  Dogramaci,  Philosophy,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 

Zayd  Dohrn,  Northwestern  University 

Jason  P.  Dominguez,  Texas  Southern  University 

Judith  Donath,  Fellow,  Berkman  Center  for  Internet  and  Society 

Norman  Dorsen,  New  York  University  School  of  Law 

Michael  W.  Doyle,  International  Affairs,  Law  and  Political  Science,  Columbia 

Bruce  T.  Draine,  Astrophysics,  Princeton  University 

Jay  Driskell, History,  Hood  College 

Michael  C.  Duff,  University  of  Wyoming  College  of  Law 

Lisa  Duggan,  Social  and  Cultural  Analysis,  NYU 

Cynthia  Fuchs  Epstein,  Graduate  Center, CUNY 

Stephen  M.  Engel,  PhD,  Political  Science,  Marquette  University 

Simon  Evnine,  Philosophy,  University  of  Miami 

Mark  Fenster,  Levin  College  of  Law,  University  of  Florida 

Martha  Field,  Harvard  Law  School 

Justin  Fisher,  Philosophy,  Southern  Methodist  University 

William  Fisher,  Harvard  Law  School 

Joseph  Fishkin,  University  of  Texas  School  of  Law 

Mark  Fishman,  Sociology,  Brooklyn  College 

Martin  S.  Flaherty,  Fordham  Law  School 

George  P.  Fletcher,  Columbia  University,  School  of  Law 

John  Flood,  Law  and  Sociology,  University  of  Westminster 

Michael  Forman,  University  of  Washington  Tacoma 

Bryan  Frances,  Philosophy,  Fordham  University 
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Katherine  Franke,  Columbia  Law  School 

Nancy  Fraser,  Philosophy  and  Politics,  New  School  for  Social  Research 

Eric  M.  Freedman,  Hofstra  Law  School 

Monroe  H.  Freedman,  Hofstra  University  Law  School 

Kennan  Ferguson,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Milwaukee 

John  R.  Fitzpatrick,  Philosophy,  University  of  Tennessee/Chattanooga 

A.  Michael  Froomkin,  University  of  Miami  School  of  Law 

Gerald  Frug,  Harvard  Law  School 

Louis  Furmanski,  University  of  Central  Oklahoma 

James  K.  Galbraith,  LBJ  School  of  Public  Affairs,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 
Herbert  J  Gans,  Columbia  University 

William  Gardner,  Pediatrics,  Psychology, &  Psychiatry,  The  Ohio  State  University 

Urs  Gasser,  Harvard  Law  School,  Berkman  Center  for  Internet  and  Society 

Julius  G.  Getman,  University  of  Texas  Law  School 

Todd  Gitlin,  Columbia  University 

Bob  Goodin,  Australian  National  University 

Angelina  Snodgrass  Godoy,  Human  Rights,  University  of  Washington 

David  Golove,  NYU  School  of  Law 

James  R.  Goetsch  Jr.,  Philosophy,  Eckerd  College 

Thomas  Gokey,  Art  and  Information  Studies,  Syracuse  University 

Robert  W.  Gordon,  Yale  Law  School 

Stephen  E.  Gottlieb,  Albany  Law  School 

Mark  A.  Graber,  University  of  Maryland  School  of  Law 

Jorie  Graham,  Harvard  University 

Roger  Green,  Pol.  Sci.  and  Pub.  Admin.,  Florida  Gulf  Coast 

Daniel  JH  Greenwood,  Hofstra  University  School  of  Law 

Christopher  L.  Griffin,  Visiting,  Duke  Law  School 
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UPDATE:  Our  initial  draft  relied  on  news  reports  in  the  major  news  outlets.  Comments  we 
received  since  then  lead  us  to  think  that  two  facts  may  be  overstated  in  the  original  draft: 

1.  The  instance  of  forced  nudity  overnight  and  in  morning  parade  apparently  occurred  once.  The 
continuing  regime  apparently  commands  removal  of  Pvt.  Manning's  clothes  and  his  wearing  a 
"smock"  at  night. 

2.  The  shackling  apparently  occurs  when  Private  Manning  is  moved  from  his  cell  to  the  exercise 
room,  but  not  while  walking  during  the  one  hour  of  exercise. 

Other  responses  we  have  received  suggest  that  there  are  claims  of  myriad  other  abuses  that  make 
conditions  worse  in  various  ways  than  we  describe.  We  do  not,  and  cannot,  seek  to  adjudicate 
these  factual  claims.  The  conflicting  responses  underscore  the  need  for  a  public,  transparent,  and 
credible  response  to  the  reported  abuse,  and  cessation  of  those  among  them  that  cannot  be 
justified. 

Sources: 

http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/201  l/apr/28/private-mannings-humiliation/ 
http://balkin.blogspot.com/201 1/03/statement-on-private-mannings-detention.html 
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Statement  on  the  Pretrial  Solitary  Confinement  of  PFC  Bradley  Manning 

Stephen  Soldz,  Ph.D. 

Past  President,  Psychologists  for  Social  Responsibility 
Trudy  Bond,  Ed.D. 

Psychologists  for  Social  Responsibility  Steering  Committee 
For  the  Psychologists  for  Social  Responsibility  Steering  Committee 

Psychologists  for  Social  Responsibility  (PsySR)  is  a  national  organization  of  psychologists  and  other 
mental  health  experts  and  behavioral  scientists  devoted  to  using  psychological  knowledge  and  expertise  for 
peace,  social  justice,  and  environmental  sustainability.  The  PsySR  Steering  Committee  has  delegated  the 
writing  of  this  statement  to  two  of  its  members,  Stephen  Soldz,  Ph.D.  and  Trudy  Bond,  Ed.D.  Dr.  Soldz  is  a 
clinical  psychologist,  psychoanalyst,  and  researcher.  He  is  Professor  and  Director  of  the  Center  for 
Research,  Evaluation,  and  Program  Development  at  the  Boston  Graduate  School  of  Psychoanalysis.  He  has 
published  extensively  on  psychopathology,  psychosocial  treatments,  and  on  psychological  torture  and 
abuse.  He  has  been  a  psychological  consultant  on  several  of  the  trials  at  Guantanamo  Naval  Base.  Dr. 

Bond  is  an  independent  and  forensic  psychologist  in  Toledo,  Ohio.  She  has  written  on  issues  of  psychology 
and  human  rights,  and  focused  extensively  in  the  past  several  years  on  the  accountability  of  psychologists, 
licensing  boards  and  professional  organizations  as  relating  to  psychological  abuse  and  torture. 

PsySR  has  a  long-standing  involvement  with  issues  of  torture  and  cruel,  inhuman  and  degrading  treatment 
of  prisoners.  We  have  long  followed  the  case  of  PFC  Bradley  Manning,  due  to  concerns  regarding  the 
conditions  to  which  he  was  subjected  during  his  pretrial  detention. 

PFC  Manning  was  reportedly  held  for  over  six  months  in  his  cell  at  Quantico  Marine  Base  for 
approximately  23  hours  a  day,  a  cell  approximately  six  feet  wide  and  twelve  feet  in  length,  with  a  bed,  a 
drinking  fountain,  and  a  toilet.  For  no  discernible  reason  other  than  punishment,  he  was  forbidden  from 
exercising  in  his  cell  and  was  provided  minimal  access  to  exercise  outside  his  cell.  Further,  despite  having 
virtually  nothing  to  do,  he  was  forbidden  to  sleep  during  the  day  and  often  had  his  sleep  at  night  disrupted. 

As  an  organization  of  psychologists  and  other  mental  health  and  behavioral  science  professionals,  PsySR 
possesses  the  professional  and  psychological  knowledge  of  the  severely  deleterious  effects  of  solitary 
confinement  on  the  psychological  well-being  of  those  subjected  to  it.  In  the  psychological  and  psychiatric 
literature  there  is  exhaustive  documentation  and  research  that  the  effects  of  solitary  confinement  are  of  such 
severity  that  they  at  times  constitute  torture.  At  the  very  least,  solitary  confinement  is  a  form  of  cruel, 
unusual  and  inhumane  treatment  in  violation  of  U.S.  law. 

Recognition  of  the  profound  harm  caused  by  solitary  confinement  is  long  standing  in  both  our  medical- 
psychological  and  legal  communities.  In  the  majority  opinion  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  case  Medley, 
Petitioner,  134  U.S.  1690  (1890),  U.S.  Supreme  Court  Justice  Samuel  Freeman  Miller  wrote,  "A 
considerable  number  of  the  prisoners  fell,  after  even  a  short  confinement,  into  a  semi-fatuous  condition, 
from  which  it  was  next  to  impossible  to  arouse  them,  and  others  became  violently  insane;  others  still, 
committed  suicide;  while  those  who  stood  the  ordeal  better  were  not  generally  reformed,  and  in  most  cases 
did  not  recover  sufficient  mental  activity  to  be  of  any  subsequent  service  to  the  community." 
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Scientific  investigations  since  1890  have  confirmed  in  troubling  detail  the  irreversible  physiological 
changes  in  brain  functioning  from  the  trauma  of  solitary  confinement.  In  2008,  24  experts  on  solitary 
confinement  from  the  disciplines  of  medicine,  psychology,  law,  and  criminal  justice  expressed  the 
consensus  of  professional  opinion  in  their  Istanbul  Statement  on  the  Use  and  Effects  of  Solitary 
Confinement: 

It  has  been  convincingly  documented  on  numerous  occasions  that  solitary  confinement 
may  cause  serious  psychological  and  sometimes  physiological  ill  effects.  Research 
suggests  that  between  one  third  and  as  many  as  90  per  cent  of  prisoners  experience  adverse 
symptoms  in  solitary  confinement.  A  long  list  of  symptoms  ranging  from  insomnia  and  confusion 
to  hallucinations  and  psychosis  has  been  documented.  Negative  health  effects  can  occur  after  only  a 
few  days  in  solitary  confinement,  and  the  health  risks  rise  with  each  additional  day  spent  in  such 
conditions  (p.  64,  references  omitted). 

In  a  2003  review,  Dr.  Craig  Haney,  a  psychologist  and  expert  in  the  assessment  of  institutional 
environments  provides  further  elaboration  on  these  negative  effects: 

Empirical  research  on  solitary  and  supermax-like  confinement  has  consistently  and  unequivocally 
documented  the  harmful  consequences  of  living  in  these  kinds  of  environments  . .  .  Evidence  of 
these  negative  psychological  effects  comes  from  personal  accounts,  descriptive  studies,  and 
systematic  research  on  solitary  and  supermax-type  confinement,  conducted  over  a  period  of  four 
decades,  by  researchers  from  several  different  continents  who  had  diverse  backgrounds  and  a  wide 
range  of  professional  expertise...  [Djirect  studies  of  prison  isolation  have  documented  an  extremely 
broad  range  of  harmful  psychological  reactions.  These  effects  include  increases  in  the  following 
potentially  damaging  symptoms  and  problematic  behaviors:  negative  attitudes  and  affect,  insomnia, 
anxiety,  panic,  withdrawal,  hypersensitivity,  ruminations,  cognitive  dysfunction,  hallucinations, 
loss  of  control,  irritability,  aggression,  and  rage,  paranoia,  hopelessness,  lethargy,  depression,  a 
sense  of  impending  emotional  breakdown,  self-mutilation,  and  suicidal  ideation  and  behavior  (pp. 
130-131,  references  removed). 

The  risk  of  adverse  psychological  impacts  rises  rapidly  with  length  of  solitary  confinement.  As  Haney 
concludes,  “To  summarize,  there  is  not  a  single  published  study  of  solitary  or  supermax-like  confinement  in 
which  non-voluntary  confinement  lasting  for  longer  than  10  days  where  participants  were  unable  to 
terminate  their  isolation  at  will  that  failed  to  result  in  negative  psychological  effects”  (p.  132).  A  Danish 
study  found  that  pretrial  prisoners  kept  in  solitary  confinement  for  over  four  weeks  had  a  20-fold  increase 
in  the  likelihood  of  being  psychiatrically  hospitalized  (Sestoft,  Andersen,  Lillebaek,  &  Gabrielsen,  1998). 

Similarly,  the  psychiatrist  Dr.  Stuart  Grassian  (2006),  who  has  conducted  extensive  clinical  investigations 
of  solitary  confinement,  reports  brain  changes  after  relatively  brief  periods  of  solitary  confinement: 

“Indeed,  even  a  few  days  of  solitary  confinement  will  predictably  shift  the  electroencephalogram  (EEG) 
pattern  toward  an  abnormal  pattern  characteristic  of  stupor  and  delirium”  (p.  331). 

These  negative  effects  of  solitary  confinement  result  from  a  combination  of  social  isolation  and  sensory 
deprivation.  Humans  are  by  nature  social  creatures.  We  function  and  form  our  identity  in  a  daily  matrix  of 
relationships  with  family  members,  significant  others,  friends,  coworkers,  acquaintances  and  strangers  with 
whom  we  interact  over  the  course  of  a  day.  Removing  all  those  contacts  rapidly  causes  a  loss  of  our  sense 
of  identity,  leading  to  profound  distress  and  often  to  increased  psychiatric  symptomatology. 


258  Harvard  Street,  PMB  282,  Brookline,  MA  02446  [  Phone:  202-543-5347  |  Email:  info@psysr.org 


Q  9 

Psychologists  for  Social  Responsibility 


This  social  isolation  is  exacerbated  by  the  sensory  deprivation  that  occurs  when  an  individual  is  locked  in 
the  same  cell  for  22  or  more  hours  a  day,  with  no  variation  of  sights,  sounds  and  smells.  Grassian  discusses 
the  effects  of  this  continual  sensory  deprivation: 

The  inability  to  shift  attention  results  in  a  kind  of ‘tunnel  vision’  in  which  the  individual’s  attention 
becomes  stuck,  almost  always  on  something  intensely  unpleasant,  and  in  which  he  cannot  stop 
thinking  about  that  matter;  instead,  he  becomes  obsessively  fixated  upon  it.  These  obsessional 
preoccupations  are  especially  troubling.  Individuals  in  solitary  confinement  easily  become 
preoccupied  with  some  thought,  some  perceived  slight  or  irritation,  some  sound  or  smell  coming 
from  a  neighboring  cell,  or,  perhaps  most  commonly,  by  some  bodily  sensation.  Tortured  by  it, 
such  individuals  are  unable  to  stop  dwelling  on  it.  In  solitary  confinement  ordinary  stimuli  become 
intensely  unpleasant  and  small  irritations  become  maddening  (p.  331). 

Grassian  also  points  out  that  for  many,  symptoms  resulting  from  solitary  confinement  may  be  long-lasting: 

[M]any — including  some  who  did  not  become  overtly  psychiatrically  ill  during  their  confinement  in 
solitary — will  likely  suffer  permanent  harm  as  a  result  of  such  confinement.  This  harm  is  most 
commonly  manifested  by  a  continued  intolerance  of  social  interaction,  a  handicap  which  often 
prevents  the  inmate  from  successfully  readjusting  to  the  broader  social  environment  of  general 
population  in  prison  and,  perhaps  more  significantly,  often  severely  impairs  the  inmate’s  capacity 
to  reintegrate  into  the  broader  community  upon  release  from  imprisonment  (pp.  322-323). 

The  United  Nations  Special  Rapporteur  on  Torture  and  Other  Cruel,  Inhuman  or  Degrading  Treatment  or 
Punishment,  Juan  E.  Mendez,  devoted  much  of  his  201 1  report  to  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  to 
the  topic  of  solitary  confinement.  His  review  of  the  literature  corroborated  the  opinions  of  Drs.  Haney  and 
Grassian  as  well  as  that  of  the  Istanbul  Statement  in  that  solitary  confinement  can  cause  serious  and 
sometimes  long-lasting  psychological  harm  and  is  thus  illegal  under  international  law: 

The  adverse  acute  and  latent  psychological  and  physiological  effects  of  prolonged  solitary 
confinement  constitute  severe  mental  pain  or  suffering.  Thus  ...  prolonged  solitary  confinement 
amounts  to  acts  prohibited  by  article  7  of  the  Covenant  [United  Nations  International  Covenant  on 
Civil  and  Political  Rights],  and  consequently  to  an  act  as  defined  in  article  1  or  article  16  of  the 
Convention  [United  Nations  Convention  against  Torture  or  Other  Cruel,  Inhuman  or  Degrading 
Treatment  or  Punishment]  (p.  21). 

The  Rapporteur  concluded  “any  imposition  of  solitary  confinement  beyond  15  days  constitutes  torture  or 
cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment,  depending  on  the  circumstances”  (p.  21).  Our  own 
conclusion,  based  upon  the  literature  and  research  consulted  over  several  years  of  study,  is  in  agreement 
with  the  Rapporteur’s  assessment. 

While  the  reasons  for  PFC  Manning’s  solitary  confinement  are  hard  to  discern  from  the  press,  one 
explanation  reported  was  that  PFC  Manning  posed  a  suicide  risk.  This  is  the  same  explanation  that  was 
given  when  PFC  Manning  was  forced  to  sleep  naked  for  three  days  in  March  201 1 ,  as  well  as  to  stand  at 
attention  for  roll  call  naked,  though  after  those  three  days,  he  was  issued  a  suicide  smock.  This  explanation 
is  of  special  concern  to  us  as  psychologists  and  mental  health  experts.  Isolation  or  solitary  confinement  is 
among  the  most  harmful  conditions  that  can  be  imposed  upon  depressed  or  suicidal  individuals.  In  no 
mental  health  hospital  in  the  country  would  prolonged  solitary  be  considered  acceptable  treatment  for 
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depressed  individuals.  Rather,  as  indicated  above,  any  psychological  symptoms  present  in  PFC  Manning 
were  likely  to  be  exacerbated  by  his  months  of  prolonged  confinement.  For  these  reasons,  the  Special 
Rapporteur  for  Torture  stated  his  belief  “that  its  [solitary  confinement]  imposition,  of  any  duration,  on 
persons  with  mental  disabilities  is  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  and  violates  article  7  of  the 
Covenant  and  article  16  of  the  Convention”  (p.  21,  emphasis  added).  Additionally,  the  persistent  sleep 
disruption  to  which  PFC  Manning  was  exposed  as  well  as  the  humiliation  resulting  from  his  forced 
nakedness  likely  placed  him  at  increased  risk  of  exacerbating  any  existing  psychiatric  symptomatology  and 
could  increase  rather  than  reduce  suicidality. 

We  are  aware  that  conditions  such  as  those  to  which  PFC  Manning  was  subjected  pretrial  exist  in  many 
supermax  prisons  in  our  country.  We  point  out,  first,  that  supermax  prisons  are  for  people  who  have  been 
convicted  of  a  crime,  which  was  not  the  case  with  PFC  Manning  at  the  time  he  was  subjected  to  solitary. 
We  also  point  out  -  as  have  Drs.  Haney,  Grassian,  and  many  others  -  that  the  conditions  in  many  supermax 
prisons  are  deleterious  to  the  mental  health  of  those  subjected  to  them.  It  is  especially  disconcerting  to 
subject  someone  not  convicted  of  any  crime  to  these  dangerous  conditions. 

Because  of  the  extensive  evidence  that  solitary  confinement  for  as  little  as  two  weeks  can  cause  acute 
distress  as  well  as  serious  and  potentially  long-lasting  psychiatric  symptomatology.  Psychologists  for 
Social  Responsibility  is  concerned  that  PFC  Manning  was  treated  during  his  pretrial  incarceration  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  pose  a  risk  on  psychological  harm.  For  PFC  Manning  to  be  kept  in  solitary  confinement  for 
over  six  months  has  undoubtedly  caused  serious  distress  above  that  naturally  incumbent  upon  incarceration 
and  has  exposed  him  to  a  greatly  increased  likelihood  of  suffering  serious,  potentially  long-lasting 
psychiatric  problems.  This  conclusion  raises  the  question  as  to  whether  he  was  subjected  to  unnecessary 
punishment  during  a  time  when  he  should  have  been  presumed  innocent  by  our  cherished  legal  traditions. 
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To: 

US  President  Barack  Obama 

Members  of  the  US  Senate 

Members  of  the  US  House  of  Representatives 

US  secretary  of  defence  Leon  Panetta 

US  secretary  of  the  army  John  McHugh 

US  army  chief  of  staff  Raymond  T  Odierno 

As  members  of  the  European  parliament,  who  were  elected  to  represent  our  constituents 
throughout  Europe,  we  are  writing  to  express  our  concerns  about  alleged  human  rights  violations 
against  Bradley  Manning,  a  young  soldier  who  has  been  accused  of  releasing  classified 
information  pertaining  to  possible  US  war  crimes  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  We  are  concerned  that 
the  US  army  has  charged  Bradley  Manning  with  "aiding  the  enemy,"  a  capital  offence  that  is 
punishable  by  death.  We  have  questions  about  why  Mr  Manning  has  been  imprisoned  for  17 
months  without  yet  having  had  his  day  in  court.  We  are  troubled  by  reports  that  Mr  Manning  has 
been  subjected  to  prolonged  solitary  confinement  and  other  abusive  treatment  tantamount  to 
torture.  And  we  are  disappointed  that  the  US  government  has  denied  the  request  of  the  United 
Nations  special  rapporteur  on  torture  to  meet  privately  with  Mr  Manning  in  order  to  conduct  an 
investigation  of  his  treatment  by  US  military  authorities. 

We  call  upon  the  United  States  government  to  allow  Juan  Mendez,  the  United  Nations  special 
rapporteur  on  torture,  to  conduct  a  private  meeting  with  Bradley  Manning,  the  accused 
WikiLeaks  whistle-blower.  Mr  Mendez  has  made  repeated  requests  to  American  officials  to  meet 
privately  with  Mr  Manning  in  response  to  evidence  that  he  was  subjected  to  abusive  confinement 
conditions  while  he  was  detained  at  a  facility  in  Quantico,  Virginia.  Mr  Manning  was  held  in 
solitary  confinement  for  23  hours  per  day  during  the  eight  months  he  was  incarcerated  at  that 
location.  It  appears  that  he  was  at  times  forced  to  sleep  and  stand  at  attention  without  any 
clothing.  His  legal  counsel  has  documented  additional  incidents  which  indicate  the  possibility  of 
other  rights  violations. 

Hundreds  of  US  legal  scholars  have  signed  an  open  letter  to  the  Obama  administration,  arguing 
that  the  conditions  of  confinement  endured  by  Mr  Manning  at  Quantico  may  have  amounted  to 
torture.  Following  worldwide  calls  for  an  end  to  the  abusive  treatment.  Manning  was  moved  to  a 
facility  in  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  where  his  conditions  are  said  to  have  improved.  The  US 
military  conducted  an  internal  investigation  into  the  allegations  of  mistreatment  at  Quantico.  The 
preliminary  results  of  this  investigation  found  that  Mr  Manning  was  improperly  placed  on 
"prevention  of  injury"  status,  against  the  recommendations  of  qualified  medical  personnel. 
However,  these  findings  were  ultimately  overturned  by  a  military  prison  official  who  was 
implicated  by  the  report.  Therefore,  the  US  military's  internal  investigation  has  been 
compromised  by  clear  conflicts  of  interest.  This  so-called  "prevention  of  injury"  status  was  the 
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justification  for  a  number  of  extraordinary  measures,  such  as  denying  Mr  Manning  comfortable 
bedding  and  not  allowing  him  to  exercise. 

By  preventing  UN  officials  from  carrying  out  their  duties,  the  United  States  government  risks 
undermining  support  for  the  work  of  the  United  Nations  elsewhere,  particularly  its  mandate  to 
investigate  allegations  of  torture  and  human  rights  abuses.  In  order  to  uphold  the  rights 
guaranteed  to  Bradley  Manning  under  international  human  rights  law  and  the  US  constitution,  it 
is  imperative  that  the  United  Nations  special  rapporteur  be  allowed  to  properly  investigate 
evidence  of  rights  abuses.  PFC  Manning  has  a  right  to  be  free  from  cruel  and  unusual 
punishment.  People  accused  of  crimes  must  not  be  subjected  to  any  form  of  punishment  before 
being  brought  to  trial. 

Finally,  we  in  the  European  Union  are  totally  opposed  to  the  death  penalty.  And  we  certainly  do 
not  understand  why  an  alleged  whistleblower  is  being  threatened  with  the  death  penalty,  or  the 
possibility  of  life  in  prison.  We  also  question  whether  Bradley  Manning's  right  to  due  process 
has  been  upheld,  as  he  has  now  spent  over  17  months  in  pre-trial  confinement. 

Furthermore,  Bradley  Manning  should  not  be  forced  to  waive  his  right  against  self-incrimination 
in  order  to  speak  with  anyone  who  seeks  to  investigate  evidence  of  abuse  in  their  official 
capacity. 

Consistent  with  these  internationally  recognised  standards,  as  well  as  the  rules  governing  his 
mandate,  United  Nations  special  rapporteur  on  torture  Juan  Mendez  must  be  allowed  to  conduct 
an  unmonitored  meeting  with  Bradley  Manning,  without  any  further  delay. 

Yours  sincerely, 

1 .  Marisa  Matias 

2.  Christian  Engstrom 

3 .  Ana  Gomes 

4.  Marietje  Schaake 

5.  Christopher  Fjellner 

6.  Jan  Albrecht 

7.  Margrete  Auken 

8.  Alexander  Alvaro 

9.  Sandrine  Belier 


10.  Lothar  Bisky 


o 
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1 1 .  Pascal  Canfin 

12.  Fran9oise  Castex 

13.  Nessa  Childers 

14.  Nikolaos  Chountis 

15.  Daniel  Cohn-Bendit 

16.  Tarja  Cronberg 

17.  Veronique  De  Keyser 

18.  Bas  Eickhout 

19.  Cornelia  Ernst 

20.  Jill  Evans 

2 1 .  Goran  Farm 

22.  Ilda  Figueiredo 

23.  Sven  Giegold 

24.  Mikael  Gustafsson 

25.  Thomas  Handel 

26.  Rebecca  Harms 

27.  Anna  Hedh 

28.  Jacky  Henin 

29.  Elie  Hoarau 

30.  Richard  Howitt 

31.  Yannick  Jadot 

32.  Ska  Keller 

33.  Jurgen  Klute 


o 
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34.  Jean  Lambert 

35.  Philippe  Lambert 

36.  Kartika  Liotard 

37.  Sabine  Losing 

38.  Olle  Ludrigsson 

39.  Ulrike  Lunacek 

40.  Willy  Meyer 

41.  Paul  Murphy 

42.  Miguel  Portas 

43.  Heide  Riihle 

44.  Judith  Sargentini 

45.  Carl  Schlyter 

46.  Helmut  Scholz 

47.  Marc  Tarabella 

48.  Rui  Tavares 

49.  Keith  Taylor 

50.  Emilie  Turunen 

5 1 .  Marita  Ulvskog 

52.  Derek  Vaughan 

53.  Asa  Westlund 

54.  Gabriele  Zimmer 

Source:  http:/Avww. guardian. co.uk/world/201  l/nov/29/bradley-manning-mep-open-Ietter 

Note:  10  additional  European  leaders  subsequently  signed  on  to  the  letter,  bringing  the  total 
signatories  to  64. 
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United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Northern  Ireland 

(a)  UA  23/02/2011  Case  No.  GBR  1/2011  State  reply:  None  to  date  Alleged  risk  of  torture 
for  asylum  seeker  facing  deportation. 

168.  The  Special  Rapporteur  regrets  that  the  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Northern  Ireland  has  not  responded  to  this  communication,  thereby 
failing  to  cooperate  with  the  mandate  issued  by  the  Human  Rights  Council.  The 
communication  referred  to  allegations  of  risk  of  torture  for  Mr.  X,  a  homosexual  man,  if 
returned  to  Burundi.  The  Special  Rapporteur  reiterates  that  article  3  of  the  UN  Convention 
against  Torture  holds  that  no  State  party  shall  expel,  return  (“refouler”),  or  extradite  a 
person  to  another  State  where  there  are  substantial  grounds  for  believing  that  the  person 
would  be  in  danger  of  being  subjected  to  torture.  Based  on  the  information  received,  the 
Special  Rapporteur  determines  that  the  rights  of  Mr.  X  under  the  UN  Convention  against 
Torture  are  at  risk  of  being  violated.  The  Special  Rapporteur  calls  on  the  Government  not  to 
extradite  Mr.  X  until  a  fair  assessment  of  his  risk  of  torture  is  conducted.  In  this  context, 
diplomatic  assurances  do  not  mitigate  the  Government’s  obligation  to  refrain  from  violating 
the  non-refoulement  provision. 

(b)  JAL  11/11/2011  Case  No.  GBR  6/2011  State  reply:  13/01/2012  26/01/2012  Concerns 
regarding  the  remit  and  conduct  of  the  forthcoming  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Northern  Ireland  (UK)  Detainee  Inquiry. 

169.  The  Special  Rapporteur  is  grateful  to  the  Government  for  its  responses  to  this 
communication.  Given  the  on-going  dialogue  between  the  mandate  and  the  Government  on 
this  case,  the  Special  Rapporteur  decides  not  to  make  observations  on  this  case  in  the 
present  report. 

United  States  of  America 

(a)  UA  30/12/2010  Case  No.  USA  20/2010  State  reply:  27/01/2011  19/05/2011  Allegations  of 
prolonged  solitary  confinement  of  a  soldier  charged  with  the  unauthorized  disclosure 
of  classified  information. 

1 70.  The  Special  Rapporteur  thanks  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America  for 
its  response  to  this  communication  regarding  the  alleged  prolonged  solitary  confinement  of 
Mr.  Bradley  E.  Manning,  a  US  soldier  charged  with  the  unauthorized  disclosure  of 
classified  information.  According  to  the  information  received,  Mr.  Manning  was  held  in 
solitary  confinement  for  twenty-three  hours  a  day  following  his  arrest  in  May  2010  in  Iraq, 
and  continuing  through  his  transfer  to  the  brig  at  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico.  His  solitary 
confinement  -  lasting  about  eleven  months  -  was  terminated  upon  his  transfer  from 
Quantico  to  the  Joint  Regional  Correctional  Facility  at  Fort  Leavenworth  on  20  April  2011. 
In  his  report,  the  Special  Rapporteur  stressed  that  “solitary  confinement  is  a  harsh  measure 
which  may  cause  serious  psychological  and  physiological  adverse  effects  on  individuals 
regardless  of  their  specific  conditions.”  Moreover,  “[depending  on  the  specific  reason  for 
its  application,  conditions,  length,  effects  and  other  circumstances,  solitary  confinement  can 
amount  to  a  breach  of  article  7  of  the  International  Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political  Rights, 
and  to  an  act  defined  in  article  1  or  article  16  of  the  Convention  against  Torture.”  (A/66/268 
paras.  79  and  80)  Before  the  transfer  of  Pfc  Manning  to  Fort  Leavenworth,  the  Special 
Rapporteur  requested  an  opportunity  to  interview  him  in  order  to  ascertain  the  precise 
conditions  of  his  detention.  The  US  Government  authorized  the  visit  but  ascertained  that  it 
could  not  ensure  that  the  conversation  would  not  be  monitored.  Since  a  non-private 
conversation  with  an  inmate  would  violate  the  terms  of  reference  applied  universally  in 
fact-finding  by  Special  Procedures,  the  Special  Rapporteur  had  to  decline  the  invitation.  In 
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response  to  the  Special  Rapporteur’s  request  for  the  reason  to  hold  an  unindicted  detainee 
in  solitary  confinement,  the  government  responded  that  his  regimen  was  not  “solitary 
confinement”  but  “prevention  of  harm  watch”  but  did  not  offer  details  about  what  harm  was 
being  prevented.  To  the  Special  Rapporteur’s  request  for  information  on  the  authority  to 
impose  and  the  purpose  of  the  isolation  regime,  the  government  responded  that  the  prison 
rules  authorized  the  brig  commander  to  impose  it  on  account  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
offense  for  which  he  would  eventually  be  charged.  The  Special  Rapporteur  concludes  that 
imposing  seriously  punitive  conditions  of  detention  on  someone  who  has  not  been  found 
guilty  of  any  crime  is  a  violation  of  his  right  to  physical  and  psychological  integrity  as  well 
as  of  his  presumption  of  innocence.  The  Special  Rapporteur  again  renews  his  request  for  a 
private  and  unmonitored  meeting  with  Mr.  Manning  to  assess  his  conditions  of  detention. 

(b)  AL  15/06/201 1  Case  No.  USA  8/2011  State  reply:  None  to  date  Follow-up  to  a  letter  sent 
13  May  2011  requesting  a  private  unmonitored  meeting  with  Private  (Pfc.)  Bradley 
Manning. 

171.  The  Special  Rapporteur  thanks  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America  for 
its  response  to  the  communication  dated  1 3  May  20 1 1  requesting  a  private  unmonitored 
meeting  with  Private  Bradley  Manning.  Regrettably,  to  date  the  Government  continues  to 
refuse  to  allow  the  Special  Rapporteur  to  conduct  private,  unmonitored,  and  privileged 
communications  with  Private  Manning,  in  accordance  with  the  working  methods  of  his 
mandate  (E/CN .4/2006/6  paras.  20-27). 

(C)  JUA  19/08/201 1  Case  No.  USA  15/2011  State  reply:  None  to  date  Alleged  torture  and  ill- 
treatment  in  immigration  facilities. 

172.  The  Special  Rapporteur  regrets  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America 
to  date  has  not  responded  to  the  communication  dated  19  August  2011,  regarding  the 
allegations  of  torture  and  ill-treatment  in  immigration  facilities.  According  to  the 
information  received,  16  gay  and  transgender  individuals  have  allegedly  been  subjected  to 
solitary  confinement,  torture  and  ill-treatment  while  in  detention  in  U.S.  immigration 
facilities.  Furthermore,  there  was  reportedly  a  lack  of  protection  from  persecution  and 
respect  for  the  principle  of  non-refoulement  for  those  who  risk  torture  if  returned  to  their 
home  countries  on  account  of  their  sexual  orientation,  gender  identity  or  HIV  status.  In  this 
regard,  the  Special  Rapporteur  would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Government  to 
paragraph  6  of  General  Comment  No.  20  of  the  Human  Rights  Committee,  to  article  7  of 
the  Basic  Principles  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners,  to  the  Body  of  Principles  for  the 
Protection  of  All  Persons  under  Any  Form  of  Detention  or  Imprisonment  and  the  Standard 
Minimum  Rules  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners,  particularly  rule  22  (2).  Given  the  lack  of 
any  evidences  to  the  contrary,  the  Special  rapporteur  believes  that  the  fact  reveal  that  there 
have  been  various  violations  of  the  provisions  under  the  Convention  against  Torture,  in 
particular  breach  of  articles  7  and  12.  The  Special  Rapporteur  calls  on  the  Government  to 
undertake  a  prompt  and  impartial  investigation  on  the  conditions  of  detention,  solitary 
confinement  and  ill-treatment  of  the  immigrants,  prosecute  and  punish  those  responsible, 
and  ensure  that  the  victims  obtain  redress,  including  fair  and  adequate  compensation,  ands 
as  full  rehabilitation  as  possible. 

(d)  AL  16/09/201 1  Case  No.  USA  16/2011  State  reply:  30/11/2011  Alleged  widespread  use  of 
solitary  confinement,  including  its  prolonged  and  indefinite  use  and  the  imposition  of 
solitary  confinement  on  individuals  with  mental  disabilities. 

173.  The  Special  Rapporteur  is  grateful  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of 
America  replied  to  the  allegation  letter  of  16  September  2011.  Considering  the  on-going 
dialogue  on  the  issues  raised  between  the  mandate  and  the  Government,  the  Special 
Rapporteur  decides  not  to  make  observations  on  this  case  in  the  present  report.  He 
encourages  the  Government  to  continue  its  engagement  with  the  mandate. 
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Excellency, 

l  have  the  honour  to  address  you  in  my  capacity  as  Special  Rapporteur  on  torture 
and  otlter  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment  pursuant  to  Human 
Rights  Council  resolution  8/8. 

In  this  connection,  I  would  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  your  Excellency’s 
Government  to  information  I  have  received  regarding  the  situation  of  Mr.  Bradley  E. 
Manning,  born  in  198?,  a  United  Stated  (U.S.)  Private  First  Class  Army  Soldier,  who  is 
reportedly  being  held  in  solitary  confmement  at  the  Marine  Cotps  Brig,  Quantieo. 
Virginia,  and.  is  expected  to  face  a  court-martial  in  201 1. 

According  to  the  information  received,  in  May  2010,  Mr.  Manning  was  arrested 
by  agents  of  the  U.S.  Army  Criminal  Investigation  Command  and  held  in  pre-trial 
detention  in  a  military  jail  at  Camp  Arifjan  in  Kuwait  for  two  months  before  he 
was  transferred  to  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Brig  in  Quantieo,  Virginia,  where  he  has 
been  held  for  the  past  five  months.  In  July  2010,  Mr.  Manning  was  reportedly 
charged  with  the  unauthorised  disclosure  of  U.S.  classified  information  to 
WikiLeaks.  It  is  further  reported  that  since  his  arrest  in  May  2010,  Mr.  Manning 
has  been  confined  to  his  cell  for  twenty-three  hours  a  day.  The  prolonged  period 
of  isolated  confinement  which  Mr.  Marming  has  allegedly  been  subjected  to  for 
seven  months  is  believed  to  have  been  imposed  in  an  effort  to  coerce  him  into 
“cooperation”  with  the  authorities,  allegedly  for  the  purpose  of  persuading  him  to 
implicate  others. 

In  view  of  the  allegations  indicating  that  Mr.  Manning  continues  to  remain 
confined  to  his  cell  for  twenty-three  hours  a  day,  and  that  such  a  regimen  has  reportedly 


Her  Excellency 
Mrs.  Betty  E.  King 

Ambassador  Extraordinajy  and  Plenipotentiary 
Permanent  Representative  of  the  United  States  of  America 
to  the  United  Nations  Office  at  Geneva 
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now  been  in  effect  for  about  eight  months,  serious  concern  is  expressed  about  its  effect 
on  the  physical  and  mental  integrity  of  Mr.  Manning. 

Without  in  any  way  implying  any  conclusion  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  I  should 
like  to  appeal  to  your  Excellency’s  Government  to  seek  clarification  of  the  circumstances 
regarding  the  case  of  Mr.  Manning.  I  would  also  like  to  stress  that  each  Government  has 
the  obligation  to  protect  the  right  to  physical  and  mental  integrity  of  all  persons.  This 
right  is  set  forth  inter  alia  in  the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights,  the  International 
Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political  Rights  and  the  Convention  against  Torture  and  Other 
Cruel,  Inhuman  or  Degrading  Treatment  or  Punishment. 

In  this  context  and  with  regard  to  the  allegations  of  holding  Mr.  Manning  sn 
prolonged  solitary  confinement  since  his  arrest  in  May  2010, 1  would  like  to  draw  your 
Excellency’s  Government’s  attention  to  paragraph  6  of  Genera!  Comment  20  of  the 
Human  Rights  Committee.  It  states  that  prolonged  solitary  confinement  of  the  detained  or 
imprisoned  person  may  amount  to  acts  prohibited  by  article  7  [on  the  prohibition  of 
torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment]  of  the 
International  Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political  Rights  (adopted  at  the  44th  session  of  the 
Human  Rights  Committee,  1992).  In  this  regard,  I  would  also  like  to  draw  your  attention 
to  article  7  of  the  Basic  Principles  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners,  which  provides  that 
‘'efforts  addressed  to  the  abolition  of  solitary  confinement  as  a  punishment,  or  to  the 
restriction  of  its  use,  should  be  undertaken  and  encouraged”  (adopted  by  the  General 
Assembly  by  resolution  45/111  of  14  December  1990). 

Furthermore,  I  would  like  to  draw'  your  Excellency’s  Government  attention  to 
paragraph  21  of  the  UN  General  Assembly  Resolution  64/153  of  26  March  2010,  which 
“Emphasizes  that  conditions  of  detention  must  respect  the  dignity  and  human  rights  of 
detainees,  highlights  the  importance  of  reflecting  on  this  in  efforts  to  promote  respect  for 
and  protection  of  the  rights  of  detainees,  and  notes  in  this  regard  concerns  about  solitary 
confinement.” 

I  would  further  like  to  draw  your  Excellency’s  Government  attention  to  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights  Committee  that  has  previously  found 
a  specific  isolation  regime  to  violate  both  article  7  and  article  10  of  the  International 
Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political  Rights  (Campos  v.  Peru,  judgment  of  9  January-  1998). 
The  Inter-American  Court  of  Human  Rights  has  also  stated  that  prolonged  solitary 
confinement  constitutes  a  form  of  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  prohibited  under 
article  5  of  the  American  Convention  on  Human  Rights  (Castillo  Petrazzi  et  a!.,  judgment 
of  3Q  May  1999). 

I  w-ou!d  also  like  to  draw-  your  Excellency’s  Government  attention  to  the  UN 
General  Assembly  report  (A/63/175  of  28  July  2008),  where  the  former  Special 
Rapporteur  on  torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment 
noted  that  “the  practice  of  solitary  confinement  has  a  clearly  documented  negative  impact 
on  mental  health,  and  therefore  should  be  used  only  in  exceptional  circumstances  or  when 
absolutely  necessary  for  criminal  investigation  purposes.  In  all  cases,  solitary 
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confinement  should  be  used  for  the  shortest  period  of  time.”  In  this  respect.  1  would  like 
to  bring  to  your  Excellency's  Government  attention  the  Istanbul  Statement  on  the  IJse 
and  Effects  of  Solitary  Confinement  adopted  on  9  December  200?  at  the  International 
Psychological  Trauma  Symposium  in  Istanbul,  according  to  which  “It  has  been 
convincingly  documented  on  numerous  occasions  that  solitary  confinement  may  cause 
serious  psychological  effects.  A  long  list  of  symptoms  ranging  fiom  insomnia  and 
confusion  to  hallucinations  and  psychosis  have  been  documented.  Negative  health  effects 
can  occur  after  only  a  few  days  in  solitary  confinement,  and  the  health  risks  rise  with 
each  additional  day  spent  in  such  conditions.” 

Furthermore,  I  would  like  to  draw'  your  Excellency’s  Government’s  attention  to 
the  Standard  Minimum  Rules  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners.  (Adopted  by  the  Economic 
and  Social  Council  by  resolutions  663  C  (XXIV)  of  31  My  1957  and  2076  (LXII)  of  13 
May  1977).  I  would  also  like  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  Body  of  Principles  for  the 
Protection  of  AH  Persons  under  Any  Form  of  Detention  or  Imprisonment  adopted  by  the 
General  Assembly  on  9  December  1988  (Adopted  by  General  Assembly  resolution 
43/173  of  9  December  1988).  The  Committee  against  Torture  and  the  Human  Rights 
Committee  have  consistently  found  that  conditions  of  detention  can  amount  to  inhuman 
and  degrading  treatment. 

I  would  also  like  to  draw'  your  Excellency’s  Government’s  attention  to  Principle 
19  of  the  Body  of  Principles  for  the  Protection  of  All  Persons  under  Any  Form  of 
Detention  or  Imprisonment  adopted  by  the  General  Assembly  on  9  December  1988  which 
states  that,  “A  detained  or  imprisoned  person  shah  have  the  right  to  be  visited  by  and  to 
correspond  with,  in  particular,  members  of  his  family  and  shall  be  given  adequate 
opportunity  to  communicate  with  the  outside  world  I  w'ould  also  like  to  draw  your 
attention  to  rule  37  of  the  Standard  Minimum  Rules  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners 
adopted  on  30  August  1955  by  the.  First  United  Nations  Congress  on  the  Prevention  of 
Crime  and  the  Treatment  of  Offenders,  which  provides  that  “Prisoners  shall  be  allowed 
under  necessary  supervision  to  communicate  with  their  family  and  reputable  friends  at 
regular  intervals,  both  by  correspondence  and  by  receiving  visits.” 

I  urge  your  Excellency's  Government  to  take  all  necessary  measures  to  guarantee 
that  the  rights  and  freedoms  of  the  above  mentioned  person  are  respected  and,  in  the 
event  that  your  investigations  support  or  suggest  the  above  allegations  to  be  correct,  to 
ensure  the  accountability  of  any  person  responsible  for  the  alleged  violations.  I  also 
request  that  your  Excellency’s  Government  adopt  effective  measures  to  prevent  the 
recurrence  of  these  acts. 

In  view  of  the  urgency  of  the  matter,  I  would  appreciate  a  response  on  the  initial 
steps  taken  by  your  Excellency’s  Government  to  safeguard  the  right 3  of  the  above- 
mentioned  person  in  compliance  with  the  international  instruments  cited. 

Moreover,  it  is  my  responsibility  under  the  mandates  provided  to  us  by  the 
Human  Rights  Council,  to  seek  to  clarify  all  cases  brought  to  our  attention.  Since  1  am 
expected  to  report  on  these  cases  to  the  Human  Rights  Council,  i  w'ould  be  grateful  for 
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your  cooperation  and  your  observations  on  the  following  matters,  when  relevant  to  the 
case  under  consideration: 

] .  Are  the  facts  alleged  in  the  above  summary  of  the  case  accurate? 

2.  Has  a  complaint  been  lodged  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  alleged  victim? 

3.  Please  provide  information  concerning  the  legal  grounds  for  the  arrest  and 
for  the  decision  to  place  Mr.  Manning  in  solitary  confinement,  as  well  as  factual  details 
of  the  incarceration  regimen  to  which  he  is  subject  and  how  such  measures  are 
compatible  with  international  norms  and  standards  as  stated,  inter  alia,  in  the 
International  Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political  Ri gilts  and  the  Convention  against  Torture. 

4.  Please  provide  the  details,  and  where  available  the  results,  of  any 
investigation,  medicai  examinations,  and  judicial  or  other  inquiries  carried  out  in  relation 
to  this  case.  If  no  inquiries  have  taken  place,  or  if  they  have  been  inconclusive,  please 
explain  why. 

5.  If  the  imposition  of  excessive  solitary  confinement  has  been  the  action  of 
one  or  more  individuals  acting  outside  the  scope  of  their  authority,  please  provide  the  full 
details  of  any  investigation  or  prosecution  which  have  been  undertaken.  Have  penal, 
disciplinary  or  administrative  sanctions  been  imposed  on  the  alleged  perpetrators? 

6.  Please  provide  information  on  the  measures  taken  to  ensure  the  physical 
and  mental  integrity  cf  Mr.  Manning. 

I  undertake  to  ensure  that  your  Excellency’s  Government’ s  response  to  each  of 
these  questions  is  accurately  reflected  in  the  report  I  will  submit  to  the  Human  Rights 
Council  for  its  consideiaiion. 


Juan  E.  M&idez 

Special  Kappomur  on  torture  and  other  cruel ,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or 
punishment 
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Excellency, 

In  view  of  the  forthcoming  meeting  with  United  States  Government  officials  this  . 
month  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and.further.to  my  most  recent  communication  of  30  December 
2010  (UA  G/SO  214  (53-24)  USA-  20/2010),  I  wish  to  address  you  again  as  Special  ' 
Rapporteur  on  the.  question  of  torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or 
punishment. 

In  relation  to  the  above  mentioned  communication,  I  note  from  your  Excellency’s 
Government’s  letter  of  27  January-201  T  that  a  reply  will  be  forthcoming  shortly,  and  would 
like  to  thank  your  Excellency’s  Government  for  its  efforts  in  this  regard. 

In  this  connection,  I  wish  to  inform  you  that  I  was  approached  by  Mr.  Bradley  E. 
Manning’s  defense  counsel,  Mr.  David  E.  Coombs,  with  a  view  to  meeting  with  and  speaking 
to  Mr.  Manning  at  the  Marine  Corps  Brig,  Quantico,  Virginia.  In  view  of  the  serious 
allegations  of  human  rights  violations,  as  detailed  in  my  communication,  I  wish  to  take  up 
this  invitation  and  would  therefore  like  to  request  your  Excellency’s  Government’s  consent. 

The  purpose  of  this  visit  is  to  get  appraised  in  detail  and  in  an  objective  and  impartial 
manner  about  the  situation  and  conditions  of  ' detention  of  Mr.  Manning  in  order  to  continue  a 
constructive  and  confidential  dialogue  with  the  relevant  U.S.  authorities. 
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Her  Excellency  . 

Mrs.  Eileen  Chamberlain  Donahoe 

Representative  of  the  United  States  of  America  to  the  Human  Rights  Council 
11,  Route  dePregny 
1292  Chamb&y  ' 

Fax-:  022  919  19  81  . 


V  o 

Furthermore;  I  wish  to  inform  you  about  my  intention  to  attend  an  appellate  hearing 
before  a  Military  Commission  to  be  held  on  17  March  2011  in  Washington,  D.C.,  in  relation 
to  the  case  of  Mr.  Suliman  Ahmed  A1  Bahlul,  who  remains  detained  at  the  detention  facility 
of  Guantanamo  Bay. 

I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  Excellency’s  Government’s  cooperation  in  the 
matters  mentioned  above  and  stand  ready  for  any  consultation  that  you  deem  necessary  in 
this  regard. 

Please  accept,  Excellency,  the  assurances  of  my  highest  consideration: 


Juan  E.  Mendez 

Special  Rapporteur  on  torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman  or 
degrading  treatment  or  punishment  . 
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USA:  Unmonitored  access  to  detainees  is  essential  to  any  credible  enquiry  into  torture  or  cruel 
inhuman  and  degrading  treatment,  says  UN  torture  expert 


12  July  2011 

GENEVA  -  The  Special  Rapporteur  on  Torture  today  expressed  concerns  about  restrictions  placed  by  the  United  States 
Government  on  his  interaction  with  detainees. 

Commenting  on  his  attempts  to  gain  unrestricted  access  to  Private  first  class  Bradley  Manning,  a  United  States  soldier 
detained  for  allegedly  leaking  classified  US  communications  to  the  Wikileaks  website,  Mendez  said:  "I  am  assured  by 
the  US  Government  that  Mr.  Manning’s  prison  regime  and  confinement  is  markedly  better  than  it  was  when  he  was  in 
Quantico.  However,  in  addition  to  obtaining  first  hand  information  on  my  own  about  his  new  conditions  of  confinement, 
I  need  to  ascertain  whether  the  conditions  he  was  subjected  to  for  several  months  in  Quantico  amounted  to  torture  or 
cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment.  For  that,  it  is  imperative  that  I  talk  to  Mr.  Manning  under 
conditions  where  I  can  be  assured  that  he  is  being  absolutely  candid.” 

At  the  Special  Rapporteur's  request  and  after  several  meetings,  the  US  Department  of  Defense  has  allowed  Mendez  to 
visit  Pfc.  Manning  but  warned  him  that  the  conversation  would  be  monitored.  Such  a  condition  violates  long-standing 
rules  that  the  UN  applies  for  prison  visits  and  for  interviews  with  inmates  everywhere  in  the  world.  On  humanitarian 
grounds  and  under  protest,  Mendez  offered  to  Manning,  through  his  counsel,  to  visit  him  under  these  restrictive 
conditions,  an  offer  that  Manning  has  declined. 

The  Special  Rapporteur  has,  since  the  beginning  of  the  year,  been  in  negotiations  with  the  US  Government  over 
unrestricted  access  to  Manning.  Last  month,  the  Government  informed  him  that  it  was  not  in  a  position  to  accede  to  the 
request  for  a  private  and  unmonitored  meeting  with  Manning. 

“The  question  of  my  unfettered  access  to  a  detainee  goes  beyond  my  request  to  meet  with  Mr.  Manning  -  it  touches  on 
whether  I  will  be  able  to  conduct  private  and  unmonitored  interviews  with  detainees  if  I  were  to  conduct  a  country  visit 
to  the  United  States,"  Mendez  said. 

He  added  that  maintaining  the  principle  of  unfettered  access  to  detainees  is  an  important  part  of  his  responsibility  as  the 
UN  expert  on  torture,  it  also  determines  whether  UN  experts  can  conduct  credible  enquiries  into  allegations  of  torture 
and  ill-treatment  when  they  visit  places  of  detention  and  detainees.  In  2004,  the  US  Government  allowed  Mendez’s 
predecessor,  Manfred  Nowak,  and  three  other  mandate-holders,  access  to  the  Guantanamo  Bay  facilities,  but  the  George 
W  Bush  administration  imposed  conditions  that  the  UN  mandate-holders  could  not  accept.  Early  in  his  tenure,  which 
began  on  November  1, 2010,  Mendez  formally  asked  the  US  Government  for  permission  to  visit  Guantanamo  Bay.  a 
petition  that  has  been  renewed  on  several  occasions  since  then.  No  answer  has  yet  been  given  to  this  request. 

“The  United  States,  as  a  world  leader,  is  a  strong  supporter  of  the  international  human  rights  system.  Therefore,  its 
actions  must  seek  to  set  the  pace  in  good  practices  that  enhance  the  role  of  human  rights  mechanisms,  ensuring  and 
maintaining  unfettered  access  to  detainees  during  enquiries,”  he  added. 

On  April  2011,  the  US  Government  moved  Manning  from  Quantico  confinement  facility  to  a  facility  in  Fort 
Leavenworth  in  Kansas.  Manning  continues  to  be  held  in  pre-trial  detention  pending  a  court  martial. 

ENDS 

Juan  E.  Mendez  (Argentina)  was  appointed  by  the  UN  Human  Rights  Council  as  the  Special  Rapporteur  on  torture  and 
other  cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment  on  1  November  2010.  He  is  independent  from  any 
government  and  serves  in  his  individual  capacity.  Mr.  Mendez  has  dedicated  his  legal  career  to  the  defense  of  human 
rights,  and  has  a  long  and  distinguished  record  of  advocacy  throughout  the  Americas.  He  is  currently  a  Professor  of  Law 
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at  the  American  University  -  Washington  College  of  Law,  and  Co-Chair  of  the  Human  Rights  Institute  of  the 
International  Bar  Association.  Learn  more,  log  on  to:  http://www2.ohchr.org/english/issues/torture/rapporteur/index.htm 

Check  the  Convention  against  Torture  and  Other  Cruel,  Inhuman  or  Degrading  Treatment  or  Punishment: 
http://www2.ohchr.org/englisl-i/law/cat.htm 

OHCHR  Country  Page  -  UNITED  STATES  A:  http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Countries/ENACARegion/Pages/UNITED 
STATES  Index.aspx 

For  more  information  and  media  requests,  please  contact:  Mr.  Tsatsu  Dawson  (Tel: +41  22  9 1 7  7 1 1  /email: 
tdawson@ohchr.org)  or  write  to  sr-torturg@QkhrQEg- 

UN  Human  Rights,  follow  United  States  on  social  media: 
http://www.facebook.com/unitednationsh  umanrights 

https://twitter.com/unrightswire 
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UN  official  slams  WikiLeaks  suspect 
Manning’s  treatment 


\AFP  News  -  Tue,  Mar  6,  2012 


US  authorities'  treatment  of  WikiLeaks  suspect  Private  Bradley  Manning  was  "cruel  and 
degrading,"  the  UN  special  rapporteur  on  torture  Juan  Ernesto  Mendez  said  Monday. 

"I  believe  Bradley  Manning  was  subjected  to  cruel,  inhuman  and  degrading  treatment  in  the 
excessive  and  prolonged  isolation  he  was  put  in  during  the  eight  months  he  was  in  Quantico,”  he 
told  AFP,  referring  to  the  US  military  prison  near  Washington. 

Mendez  said  that  "fortunately"  the  alleged  mistreatment  ended  when  Manning  was  transferred 
from  Quantico  to  another  prison  in  Kansas. 

"But  the  explanation  I  was  given  for  those  eight  months  was  not  convincing  for  me,"  he  said, 
speaking  on  the  sidelines  of  a  UN  Human  Rights  Council  meeting  in  Geneva. 

Jailed  for  more  than  a  year  and  a  half  before  his  arraignment  last  month,  Manning,  24,  has 
complained  of  being  placed  in  solitary  confinement,  of  bullying  by  guards,  and  of  being 
subjected  to  an  ultra  restrictive  regime  in  Quantico. 

He  has  been  charged  with  22  counts  in  connection  with  turning  over  a  massive  cache  of 
classified  US  documents  to  the  secret-spilling  website  WikiLeaks  in  one  of  the  biggest 
intelligence  breaches  in  US  history,  including  "aiding  the  enemy." 

At  his  arraignment  hearing  at  the  Fort  Meade  army  base  on  February  24,  when  he  declined  to 
enter  a  plea.  Manning's  civilian  lawyer,  David  Coombs,  said  his  client  had  been  in  confinement 
for  635  days. 

Manning  faces  court  martial  later  this  year,  accused  of  passing  hundreds  of  thousands  of  military 
field  reports  from  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  and  US  diplomatic  cables  to  WikiLeaks  between 
November  2009  and  May  2010,  when  he  served  as  an  intelligence  analyst  in  Iraq. 

The  military  documents  shed  light  on  civilian  deaths,  while  the  diplomatic  cables  sparked  a 
firestorm  by  disclosing  the  private  remarks  of  heads  of  state  and  candid  observations  by  senior 
US  officials. 


The  US  government  slammed  the  disclosure  of  the  documents  by  WikiLeaks,  saying  it 
threatened  national  security  and  the  lives  of  foreigners  working  with  the  military  and  US 
embassies. 
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WikiLeaks  supporters  view  the  site  as  a  whistleblower  that  exposed  US  wrongdoing  and  see 
Manning  as  a  political  prisoner. 

Army  investigators  told  a  hearing  in  December  that  contact  information  for  WikiLeaks  founder 
Julian  Assange,  military  reports,  cables  and  other  classified  material  had  been  found  on 
computers  and  storage  devices  used  by  Manning. 

Manning's  lawyers  have  portrayed  him  as  suffering  from  "gender  identity  disorder,"  saying  he 
had  created  an  online  female  alter  ego  called  "Breanna  Manning." 

The  Bradley  Manning  Support  Network  said  last  month  that  Manning  had  been  nominated  for 
the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  by  members  of  the  Icelandic  parliament. 

Assange  has  meanwhile  been  in  Britain  fighting  extradition  to  Sweden,  where  he  faces  sexual 
assault  accusations. 

He  has  denied  the  allegations,  saying  they  are  politically  motivated. 
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Meeting  of  the  Special  Rapporteur  on  Torture,  Mr.  Juan  Mendez 
with  United  States  Government  Officials 
Washington  DC 
28  February  2011 
Note  to  the  File 
********** 


Participants: 


-  Harold  Koh,  Legal  Advisor  (Chair); 

-  "Sarah  Cleveland,  Counselor  to  the  Legal  Advisor; 

Maegan  Conklin,  Attorney  Advisor,  Office  of  the  Legal  Advisor,  Legal; 

Charles  Trumbull,  Attorney  Advisor,  Legal; 

Kathleen  Fitzpatrick,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  Bureau  of  Democracy,  Human 
Rights  and  Labor; 

Jason  Pielemeier,  Special  Advisor,  Bureau  of  Democracy,  Human  Rights  and  Labor; 

-  Jeffrey  Hawkins,  Director,  South-Central  Asia  Office,  Bureau  of  Democracy,  Human 
Rights  and  Labor; 

Lynn  Sicade,  Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Multilateral  and  Global  Affairs,  Bureau  of 
Democracy,  Human  Rights  and  Labor; 

Dianna  James,  Iraq  Officer,  Bureau  of  Democracy,  Human  Rights  and  Labor; 

Amb.  Daniel  Fried,  Special  Envoy,  Guantanamo  Closure  Office; 

Anthony  Ricci,  Deputy,  Guantanamo  Closure  Office; 

Gerta  Lane,  Human  Rights  Office,  Bureau  of  International  Organizations; 

Karen  Sasahara,  Iraq  Political  Director,  Bureau  of  Near  Eastern  Affairs; 

Susan  Notar,  Iraq  Desk  Officer,  Bureau  of  Near  Eastern  Affairs; 

Andrea  Lauritzen,  Officer,  Bureau  of  International  Narcotics  and  Law-enforcement; 

Defense  Department: 

-  Jeh  Johnson,  General  Counsel; 

Bill  Lietzau,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  Office  of  Detainee  Affairs; 

Tara  Jones,  Office  of  Detainee  Affairs; 

United  Nations 

Juan  Mendez,  UN  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  question  of  torture; 

Anne  Charbord,  Human  Rights  Officer,  OHCHR  NYO 

Background 

On  26  November  2010,  SR  Mendez  requested  a  meeting  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  discuss  issues  of  mutual  concern.  In  a  series  of  correspondences,  the  meeting  was 
scheduled  for  28  February  in  Washington  DC.  This  is  the  latest  of  a  series  of  meetings 
between  the  mandate  and  the  US  Government,  and  the  first  held  by  SR  Mendez. 

Key  issues  discussed 

•  Overview  of  the  mandate  of  the  Special  Rapporteur 

The  SR  thanked  the  US  for  its  support  to  his  mandate  and  to  the  UN  human  rights  machinery 
more  generally.  He  noted  that  he  wished  to  engage  with  the  US  on  issues  related  to  his 
mandate,  including  on  specific  cases,  as  well  as  on  broader  human  rights  issues.  He  provided 
a  brief  introduction  to  his  mandate  and  noted  that  his  mandate  could  be  effective  if  there  was 
meaningful  engagement  from  governments. 
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Harold  Koh  asked  for  additional  information  and  clarification  on  the  SR’s  reporting 
obligations  to  the  Human  Rights  Council  and  to  the  General  Assembly,  on  the  practice  of 
joint  communications  as  well  as  on  engagement  and  interaction  between  the  SR’s  mandate 
and  other  special  procedures  on  the  one  hand,  and  other  human  rights  mechanisms  dealing 
with  the  issue  of  torture  on  the  other. 

•  Follow  up  to  the  communication  of  30  December  2010  regarding  the  situation  of  Mr. 
Bradley  E.  Manning 

Jeh  Johnson,  who  has  visited  the  Quantico  Detention  Centre,  provided  information  on  Mr. 
Manning’s  situation. 

Mr.  Manning  is  currently  in  ‘maximum  security’  at  the  Quantico  Detention  Centre.  This  is  a 
custody  status  classification,  which  affects  the  detainee’ s  freedom  of  movement  through  the 
facility.  Its  legal  basis  is  found  in  a  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Navy. 

Status  determination  is  based  on  several  factors,  including  the  severity  of  the  offence  for 
which  the  individual  is  charged,  as  well  as  the  length  of  possible  detention.  This 
classification,  which  is  made  by  the  Base  Commander,  is  reviewed  weekly.  We  were 
informed  that  the  specific  reasons  why  Mr  Manning  had  been  placed  under  this  status  were 
confidential. 

In  terms  of  the  conditions  of  detention,  we  were  informed  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
‘solitary  confinement’.  We  were  also  informed  that  Mr.  Manning  is  not  being  kept  in  a 
separate  wing.  He  is  currently  in  a  cell  which  is  adjacent  to  other  cells  in  which  medium 
security  prisoners  are  detained.  He  has  one  hour  of  recreation  time  per  day  (during  which  he 
has  access  to  the  gym  and  the  TV  room),  but  not  at  the  same  time  as  others.  He  eats  in  his 
cell.  He  is  allowed  mail,  medical  assistance,  including  mental  health  (we  were  informed  that 
we  may  ‘assume  that  he  is  availing  himself  of  this  possibility’),  visits  from  his  attorney  and 
other  visitors  he  agrees  to  see.  As  pointed  out  by  the  SR,  Mr.  Manning  is  mainly  in  contact 
with  security  guards  of  the  detention  centre. 

We  were  informed  that  he  has  not  been  placed  under  this  status  out  of  punishment,  and 
although  the  specific  reasons  may  not  be  shared  because  of  concerns  for  his  privacy  rights,  we 
were  told  that  one  of  the  reasons  may  be  the  protection  of  his  own  safety.  To  the  specific 
question  posed  by  the  SR  as  to  whether  Mr.  Manning  was  under  ‘prevention  of  harm  watch’ 
we  were  informed  that  they  were  not  at  liberty  to  share  that  information. 

Mr  Manning  has  made  a  formal  application  via  his  attorney  to  the  Base  Commander  to  have 
his  status  reviewed.  This  is  currently  pending.  The  highest  level  of  appeal  is  the  Secretary  of 
Navy. 

Harold  Koh  asked  whether  the  SR  had  been  receiving  a  consistent  story,  and  referred  to  the 
blog  kept  by  Mr.  Manning’s  attorney,  Mr.  Coombs.  The  SR  noted  that  the  only  information 
he  had  received  until  this  meeting  had  been  from  Mr.  Coombs,  who  had  directed  him  to  his 
blog,  which  shows  the  importance  of  a  response  from  the  US  Government. 

The  SR  recalled  that  he  would  like  to  visit  Mr.  Manning,  noting  that  he  wanted  to  do  it 
through  the  proper  official  channels.  A  formal  response  to  the  communication  sent  by  the  SR 
is  being  prepared  and  will  be  sent  to  OHCHR  Geneva. 

•  Detainee  transfers 


(I)  Detainee  transfers  in  Iraq 
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GENERAL  COUNSEL  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
1 600  DEFENSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20301-1600 


MAY  1  9  2011 


Juan  E.  Mendez,  Esq. 

Visiting  Professor 
Washington  College  of  Law 
4801  Massachusetts  Avenue,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20016 

Deai-  Professor  Mendez: 

Thank  you  again  for  our  meeting  at  the  Pentagon  on  April  22.  I  write  to  respond 
to  your  email  to  me  of  May  3,  in  which  you  ask  to  visit  with  Army  Private  First  Class 
Bradley  Manning,  in  your  capacity  as  UN  Special  Rapporteur  on  Torture  and  Other 
Cruel,  Inhuman  or  Degrading  Treatment  or  Punishment.  I  also  take  this  opportunity  to 
address  more  generally  the  issues  that  have  been  raised  concerning  Private  Manning. 

As  you  know,  Private  Manning  is  presently  in  pre-trial  confinement  at  the  Army’s 
Joint  Regional  Correctional  Facility  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas.  He  is  charged  with 
very  serious  offenses  involving  classified  information  and  U.S.  national  security,  but  in 
our  system  of  military  justice,  as  in  our  system  of  civilian  justice  in  this  country,  he  is 
presumed  innocent  until  proven  guilty.  Likewise,  pre-Jrial  confinement  is  common  in 
both  the  military  and  civilian  criminal  justice  systems,  and  has  been  determined  to  be 
appropriate  in  Private  Manning’s  case. 

Following  his  arrest  in  May  2010,  Private  Manning  was  originally  in  pre-trial 
confinement  at  Camp  Arifjan,  Kuwait.  In  July  2010,  Private  Manning  was  transferred  to 
the  Marine  Corps  Base  Quantico  Pre-trial  Confinement  Facility  for  continued  pre-trial 
confinement.  The  reason  for  this  transfer  was  that  the  command  responsible  for  the 
adjudication  of  Private  Manning’s  case  is  based  in  the  Washington,  DC-area,  and 
Department  of  Defense  regulations  generally  require  pre-trial  confinement  at  a  facility 
nearest  the  court  martial  proceedings.  See  DoDD  1325.4,  DoDI  1325.7. 

Quantico.  Unfortunately,  there  was  considerable  misinformation  in  the  public 
dialogue  about  Private  Manning’s  confinement  at  Quantico.  We  are  satisfied  that  Private 
Manning’s  pre-trial  confinement  at  Quantico  was  in  compliance  with  legal  and  regulatory 
standards  in  all  respects.  While  there,  Private  Manning  was  placed  in  maximum  custody 
based  on  a  variety  of  factors  in  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 
Though  Private  Manning  was  classified  as  a  maximum  custody  detainee  at  Quantico,  he 
occupied  the  very  same  type  of  single-occupancy  cell  that  all  other  pretrial  detainees 
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occupied,  regardless  of  their  custody  classification.  Further,  Private  Manning  was 
permitted  one  hour  of  recreation  time  a  day,  with  access  to  a  recreation  area  and 
basketball.  While  at  Quantico,  Private  Manning  was  also  provided  meals,  medical  care, 
mental  health  counseling,  television,  outside  visitors,  phone  calls,  mail,  and  routine  visits 
from  his  lawyer.  Moreover,  members  of  Private  Manning’s  command  made  frequent 
visits  to  Quantico  to  ensure  Private  Manning’s  continued  health  and  welfare. 

Meanwhile,  at  the  request  of  Private  Manning’s  defense  counsel,  an  assessment 
was  undertaken  to  determine  whether  Private  Manning  is  mentally  competent  in  the  event 
his  court  martial  goes  to  trial.  On  April  9,  the  inquiry  phase  of  that  process  -  known  in 
military  justice-terms  as  a  “706  Board”  —  was  completed  and  Private  Manning’s  presence 
in  the  Washington,  DC  area  was  no  longer  necessary  for  that  purpose. 

Given  the  completion  of  the  inquiry  phase  of  the  706  Board,  the  length  of  time 
Private  Manning  had  been  in  pre-trial  confinement  up  until  that  point,  and  the  potential 
period  of  time  Private  Manning  may  remain  in  pre-trial  confinement,  the  Department  of 
Defense  determined  that  the  new  Joint  Regional  Correctional  Facility  at  Fort 
Leavenworth  was  the  most  appropriate  facility  for  Private  Manning  for  continued  pre¬ 
trial  confinement,  though,  as  stated  before,  our  regulations  generally  establish  a 
preference  for  pre-trial  confinement  at  a  location  nearest  the  court-martial  proceedings. 

Fort  Leavenworth.  Private  Manning  was  transferred  to  the  Joint  Regional 
Correctional  Facility  at  Fort  Leavenworth  on  April  20,  2011.  This  facility,  which  opened 
in  October  (with  pre-trial  confinement  capability  beginning  in  January  201 1)  is  a  state-of- 
the-art,  medium  security  complex  with  the  best  and  widest  range  of  support  services 
available  to  pre-trial  prisoners  within  the  Army  correetions  system,  to  include  resident 
medical  and  mental  health  care  staff.  After  careful  review,  Army  Corrections  Command 
determined  that  this  facility  is  appropriate  to  meet  Private  Manning’s  health  and  welfare 
needs  in  the  future,  given  die  potential  that  the  pre-trial  phase  of  the  case  will  continue 
for  a  period  of  months.  On  April  28,  the  Army  reported  publicly  that  the  706  Board  had 
completed  its  work,  and  determined  that  Private  Manning  was  competent  to  stand  trial. 

Your  request  to  visit  Private  Manning.  As  I  indicated  to  you  while  Private 
Manning  was  at  Quantico,  you  are  free  to  ask  Private  Manning,  through  his  attorney,  to 
visit  him.  As  was  the  case  at  Quantico,  Private  Manning  may  receive  visitors,  subject  to 
limits  the  commander  of  the  facility  may  need  to  place  on  visits  for  security  or  other 
reasons.  I  believe  you  have  already  been  in  contact  with  Private  Manning’s  civilian 
attorney,  David  Coombs,  and  I  encourage  you  to  contact  Mr.  Coombs  for  this  purpose. 
Please  note  that  we  cannot  guarantee  you,  while  visiting  Private  Manning,  unmonitored 
or  privileged  communications  with  him.  Privileged,  unmonitored  communications  may 
exist  only  between  Private  Manning  and  his  lawyer,  religious  counselor,  and  mental  or 
health  care  provider.  You  should  have  no  expectation  of  privacy  in  your  communications 
with  Private  Manning. 
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Subject:  Re:  Brig  Commo  (US  v.  Manning) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Fri,  Nov  19,  2010  9:34  am 

To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

C'  cJoDean. Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 


Sir.  I  am  available.  Let's  chat  so  we  can  get  the  best  conditions  set.  Have  a  good  weekend. 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

202-685-4903  (O) 
202-450-8230  (C) 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 
Sent:  Fri  Nov  19  09:23:36  2010 
Subject:  RE:  Brig  Commo  (US  v.  Manning) 

Ashden, 

I  have  heard  of  the  same  concern  from  him,  and  I  understand  why  he  is 
worried.  The  guards  usually  stand  outside  of  the  booth  and  constantly  look  in 
to  ensure  everything  is  fine.  This  brings  up  an  issue  that  I  want  to  ask  for 
your  assistance  on. 

The  defense  needs  a  workable  solution  to  the  problem  of  being  able  to 
prepare  with  PFC  Manning.  The  confinement  facility  will  only  let  me  meet 
with  him  in  their  no-contact  booths.  They  also  keep  his  hand  and  leg 
restraints  on  when  he  speak  with  me.  Additionally,  the  entire  defense  team 
could  never  meet  with  PFC  Manning  at  the  same  time  under  this  requirement. 

I  believe  the  fix  is  to  bring  PFC  Manning  to  an  office  that  the  defense  could 
use  either  at  Quantico  or  at  a  nearby  TDS  office  on  an  Army  installation. 

I  am  traveling  today,  but  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  this  and  some  other 
minor  issues  on  Monday  if  you  are  available.  Have  a  good  weekend. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
Fall  River,  MA  02720 
Direct  Dial:  (401)  744-3007 

mail05.secureserver.net/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=199|INBOX.A  Fein&aEmlPart=0 
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Office:  (508)  674-6006©  Q 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 
coombs@armvcQurtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com 

***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  Brig  Commo  (US  v.  Manning) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<  Ashden.Fein@ifhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Thu,  November  18,  2010  4:17  pm 
To:  < coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com> 

Sir.  According  to  the  Brig,  PFC  Manning  has  made  some  comments  to  the 
confinement  personnel  about  him  thinking  his  communications  with  you  and 
the  defense  team  are  being  monitored.  Could  you  please  assure  your  client 
that  no  communications  between  ya'II  are  being  monitored,  which  is  why 
you  meet  in  a  separate  room  than  normal  visitors.  Thank  you. 


Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  DA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S .  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR :  ashden.fein@ifhancr.northcom.mil 
SIPR:  ashden. fein@ifhqncr .northcom. smil.mil 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  Re:  POI  Issue 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Fri,  Dec  03,  2010  6:00  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA" 

_  .  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 
t'c'  <matthe  w.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


Sir.  Although  I  understand  your  concern  we  are  absolutely  working  this  issue  as  our  highest 
priority.  Currently  there  is  a  disconnect  in  multiple  services  with  multiple  competing  regulations 
and  we  have  to  ensure  the  correct  applicable  rules  apply.  I  suspect  we  will  have  resolution  by 
cob  tuesday. 


Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

202-685-4903  (O) 
202-450-8230  (C) 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com > 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes;  Paul  Bouchard 
<paul. r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>;  John  Haberland  <john. haberland@us.army.mil> 
Sent:  Fri  Dec  03  17:15:57  2010 
Subject:  POI  Issue 

Ashden, 

I  was  wondering  if  you  had  an  update  on  the  POI  issue  with  PFC  Manning.  I 
have  spoken  with  the  confinement  facility  about  PFC  Manning's  alleged 
behavior.  The  report  concerning  the  "licking"  was  apparently  from  one  guard. 

Capt.  Hocter  saw  PFC  Manning  on  Thursday.  It  is  my  understanding  that  after 
speaking  with  PFC  Manning,  he  is  still  recommending  that  the  POI 
restrictions  be  lifted.  As  mentioned  earlier,  given  the  recommendation  of 
Capt.  Hocter,  I  do  not  believe  the  confinement  facility  has  a  legitimate  non- 
punitive  basis  to  keep  PFC  Manning  on  the  POI  status.  Additionally,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  other  than  in  this  instance,  the  confinement  facility  has 
never  had  anyone  under  POI  restrictions  for  this  length  of  time.  This  fact  also 
cuts  against  a  legitimate  non-punitive  basis. 

I  am  hoping  that  this  issue  can  be  resolved  in  the  short  term.  Let  me  know  if 
you  have  any  questions  or  concerns. 
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Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401)  744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armvcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Wed,  Dec  08,  2010  6:51  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Uc'  <matthew.kemkes@us. army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


Sir, 


Thank  you.  Acknowledge  receipt  of  this  discovery  request.  We  will  start 
working  immediately.  We  are  still  actively  addressing  the  POI  issue  with 
Quantico. 

v/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

F rom:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  December  08,  2010  11:51  AM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes; 
paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  john.haberland@us.army.mil 
Subject:  Update 

Ashden, 

I  wanted  to  confirm  that  the  government  has  made  the  necessary  transportation 
arrangements  to  have  PFC  Manning  sent  to  Fort  Myer  on  the  14th  and  15th. 
Also,  how  is  the  POI  issue  coming  along?  My  understanding  is  that  Capt. 

Hocter  is  still  recommending  that  the  POI  be  lifted.  Finally,  I  have 
attached  an  additional  defense  discovery  request.  Let  me  know  if  you  have 
any  questions  or  concerns. 

Best, 

David 
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David  E.  Coombs,  Esq.  w 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401)744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 


‘“Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney- client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Dec  09,  2010  11:49  pm 

To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


Sir, 

Tomorrow  the  Quantico  Brig  is  holding  their  Classification  and  Assignment 
Board,  which  makes  recommendations  to  the  Brig  OIC.  We  requested  the  OIC 
consider  the  issues  you  presented  in  his  determination  of  PFC  Manning's 
status.  We  should  find  out  a  result  by  COB  tomorrow  on  whether  his  status  is 
going  to  change.  We  obtained  his  uniforms  and  he  will  have  them  for  his 
meetings  with  you  next  week. 

We  still  are  waiting  on  a  nomination  for  an  IA  expert.  As  I  previously 

stated,  the  MDW  does  not  have  any  available  IA  experts  so  we  had  to  go  to  the 

Army  G2/G6  for  that  assistance. 

Do  you  still  want  to  meet  next  week  at  Ft  Meade?  As  previously  stated,  lets 
plan  for  early  evening  on  Wed?  We  confirmed  that  CID  did  collect  PFC 
Manning's  health  records  and  we  are  now  working  to  get  a  copy.  They 
currently  have  them  sealed  and  once  we  take  possession  of  them,  we  will 
release  the  documents  after  having  a  taint  attorney  review  them  for  possible 
privileged  documents  (you  will  of  course  receive  the  privileged  documents, 
but  we  will  keep  them  sealed). 

Thanks. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  December  08,  2010  7:17  PM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes; 
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Subject:  RE:  Update 
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Ashden, 

Thank  you.  Do  you  have  a  time-table  on  the  POI  issue?  Earlier  today,  I 
spoke  with  Capt.  Hocter.  He  told  me  that  he  is  still  recommending  that  PFC 
Manning  be  taken  off  of  POI  status.  He  told  me  that  the  behavior  witnessed 
by  the  guards  appears  to  be  a  result  of  a  side  effect  from  PFC  Manning's 
sleep  medication. 

As  I  have  said  before,  I  believe  the  current  confinement  restrictions  rise  to 
the  level  of  unlawful  pretrial  punishment.  Mr.  Averhart  does  not  have  a 
legitimate  basis  to  continue  to  ignore  the  advice  of  his  mental  health 
professional.  Maintaining  the  POI  status  prevents  PFC  Manning  from 
exercising,  having  basic  items  such  as  a  pillow  and  sheet,  and  subjects  him 
to  prolonged  isolation.  Please  tell  me  what  you  have  done  so  far  to  address 
this  issue,  and  the  additional  steps  that  you  plan  to  take  to  resolve  it. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401)744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 

“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Wed,  December  08,  2010  6:51  pm 
T o:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 
<matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul. r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 

Sir, 

Thank  you.  Acknowledge  receipt  of  this  discovery  request.  We  will 
start 

working  immediately.  We  are  still  actively  addressing  the  POI  issue 
with 

Quantico. 
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Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Sun,  Dec  12,  2010  10:59  pm 

To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthe  w.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


Sir, 

Good  evening.  We  are  working  to  determine  why  PFC  Manning's  television 
privileges  were  allegedly  taken  away.  As  previously  stated,  on  10  Dec  10  the 
Classification  and  Assignment  Board  met  and  we  should  know  the  results 
tomorrow  whether  some  of  the  administrative  protective  measures  can/will  be 
lifted.  The  Army  G2/G6  is  working  to  provide  the  most  appropriate  IA  expert. 

I  spoke  with  our  POC  on  Friday  and  I  expect  to  have  an  answer  the  first  half 
of  this  week  and  then  we  will  present  the  expert  to  the  convening  authority. 
Our  trial  this  week  could  end  earlier  than  expected,  but  I  leave  that 
decision  to  your  co-counsel,  MAJ  Kemkes.  As  of  now,  Joe  and  I  will  plan  to 
meet  on  Wed  late  afternoon  either  at  Meade  or  our  office  at  McNair.  We  will 
remain  flexible  as  well. 

Please  let  us  know  if  there  are  any  issues  with  your  meetings  this  week  with 
your  client.  All  the  arrangements  are  made  and  ready  to  execute. 

We  are  diligently  working  on  determining  what  information  we  are  in 
possession  of  and  can  be  released  pursuant  to  your  requests. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Friday,  December  10,  2010  3:35  PM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes; 
paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  john.haberland@us.army.mil 
Subject:  RE:  Update 

Ashden, 
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I  just  spoke  with  Capt.  Hooter,  ^says  that  PFC  Manning  was  not  loc^j  as 
good  today  due  to  having  his  television  privileges  taken  away.  Apparently, 
the  confinement  facility  decided  to  take  away  his  television  privileges  wt^en 
they  heard  about  the  rumor  spreading  in  the  news  about  PFC  Manning  committing 
suicide. 

As  far  as  I  know,  they  didn't  explain  to  PFC  Manning  why  his  privileges  were 
being  taken  away.  Due  to  this  fact,  PFC  Manning  apparently  looked  depressed 
today  (after  two  days  without  the  privileges).  This,  in  turn,  caused  Capt. 

Hocter  to  recommend  that  he  stay  on  POI  until  he  looked  normal  again.  Capt. 
Hocter  did  recommend  that  the  facility  give  back  his  television  privileges 
and  allow  him  to  exercise. 

As  far  as  the  meeting  on  Wednesday,  I  would  still  like  to  meet.  I  know  that 
we  will  have  to  be  flexible  as  to  the  time.  Also,  thank  you  for  the  update 
on  the  IA  and  medical  records. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401)744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 

"‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message  — . 

Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Thu,  December  09,  201 0  1 1 :49  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 
<matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 

Sir, 

Tomorrow  the  Quantico  Brig  is  holding  their  Classification  and 
Assignment 

Board,  which  makes  recommendations  to  the  Brig  OIC.  We  requested  the 
OIC 
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consider  the  issues  you  presei^J  in  his  determination  of  PFC 
Manning's 

status.  We  should  find  out  a  result  by  COB  tomorrow  on  whether  his 
status  is 

going  to  change.  We  obtained  his  uniforms  and  he  will  have  them  for 


o 


his 

meetings  with  you  next  week. 


We  still  are  waiting  on  a  nomination  for  an  IA  expert.  As  I 
previously 

stated,  the  MDW  does  not  have  any  available  IA  experts  so  we  had  to 
go  to  the 

Army  G2/G6  for  that  assistance. 


Do  you  still  want  to  meet  next  week  at  Ft  Meade?  As  previously 
stated,  lets 

plan  for  early  evening  on  Wed?  We  confirmed  that  CID  did  collect  PFC 
Manning's  health  records  and  we  are  now  working  to  get  a  copy.  They 
currently  have  them  sealed  and  once  we  take  possession  of  them,  we 
will 

release  the  documents  after  having  a  taint  attorney  review  them  for 
possible 

privileged  documents  (you  will  of  course  receive  the  privileged 
documents, 

but  we  will  keep  them  sealed). 


Thanks. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  December  08,  2010  7:17  PM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCFl/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes; 
paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  john.haberland@us.army.mil 
Subject:  RE:  Update 

Ashden, 

Thank  you.  Do  you  have  a  time-table  on  the  POI  issue?  Earlier  today, 

I 

spoke  with  Capt.  Hocter.  He  told  me  that  he  is  still  recommending 
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that  PFC  O 

Manning  be  taken  off  of  POI  status.  He  told  me  that  the  behavior 
witnessed 

by  the  guards  appears  to  be  a  result  of  a  side  effect  from  PFC 

Manning’s 

sleep  medication. 

As  I  have  said  before,  I  believe  the  current  confinement  restrictions 
rise  to 

the  level  of  unlawful  pretrial  punishment.  Mr.  Averhart  does  not  have 
a 

legitimate  basis  to  continue  to  ignore  the  advice  of  his  mental 
health 

professional.  Maintaining  the  POI  status  prevents  PFC  Manning  from 
exercising,  having  basic  items  such  as  a  pillow  and  sheet,  and 
subjects  him 

to  prolonged  isolation.  Please  tell  me  what  you  have  done  so  far  to 
address 

this  issue,  and  the  additional  steps  that  you  plan  to  take  to  resolve 
it. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401)  744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax  (508)  324-9896 

co  o  mbs  @a  rmyco  u  rtma  rtia  I  d  ef  e  n  se .  co  m 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com 

<http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/>; 

‘‘‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments, 
may 

contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for 
the 

person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient, 
please 

notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure, 
copying  or 

use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Wed,  December  08,  2010  6:51  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<JoDean. Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 
<matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul. r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>, 
<john. haberland@us.army.mil> 
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Thank  you.  Acknowledge  receipt  of  this  discovery  request.  We  will 
start 

working  immediately.  We  are  still  actively  addressing  the  POI  issue 
with 

Quantico. 


v/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  December  08,  2010  11:51  AM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JF HQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JF  HQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes; 

paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  john.haberland@us.army.mil 

Subject:  Update 

Ashden, 

I  wanted  to  confirm  that  the  government  has  made  the  necessary 
transportation 

arrangements  to  have  PFC  Manning  sent  to  Fort  Myer  on  the  14th  and 
15th. 

Also,  how  is  the  POI  issue  coming  along?  My  understanding  is  that 
Capt. 

Hocter  is  still  recommending  that  the  POI  be  lifted.  Finally,  I  have 
attached  an  additional  defense  discovery  request.  Let  me  know  if  you 
have 

any  questions  or  concerns. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
Fall  River,  MA  02720 
Direct  Dial:  (401 )  744-3007 
Office:  (508)  674-6006 
Fax:  (508)  324-9896 
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person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient, 
please 

notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure, 
copying  or 
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Subject:  RE:  Supplemental  Discovery  Request 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Tue,  Jan  11,  2011  8:21  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd- 
Cc:  b.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 


David.  We  are  in  constant  contact  with  the  confinement  facility.  They  did 
immediately  respond  to  us;  however  we  are  still  working  to  get  a  more  formal 
answer  to  your  request,  either  from  them  or  from  the  command.  I  have  a 
dedicated  TC  working  this  issue. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 

COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 

- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Tuesday,  January  11, 2011  8:16  AM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT 

USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Subject:  RE:  Supplemental  Discovery  Request 

Ashden, 

I  am  free  anytime  between  1000  and  1330.  BTW,  did  you  have  an  update  that 
you  can  give  me  on  the  confinement  facility  commander?  Did  he  respond  to  you 
in  anyway  after  receiving  my  memorandum?  Thanks. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
Fall  River,  MA  02720 
Direct  Dial:  (401)  744-3007 
Office:  (508)  674-6006 
Fax:  (508)  324-9896 
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coombs@armycourtmartialdeftw3.com  Q 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 

‘‘‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  Re:  Supplemental  Discovery  Request 
From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  T ue,  January  1 1 ,  201 1  6:35  am 

To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT 
USA 

JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Cc:  "Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>, 

<paul. r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil> 


David.  Thank  you.  Are  you  available  thursday  morning  to  discuss  the 
706  issue.  We  think  that  our  phone  call  will  suffice  in  alleviating  your 
concerns.  If  not  then  we  can  prepare  a  written  response.  Also  on  that 
phonecall,  we  will  be  able  to  give  you  an  update  on  all  the  other  outstanding 
issues.  Thanks. 

Ashden 

Ashden  Fein 
CPT  JA 

202-685-4903  (O) 

202-450-8230  (C) 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
<coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT 
USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Paul  Bouchard  <paul. r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil> 
Sent:  Mon  Jan  10  22:36:36  2011 
Subject:  Supplemental  Discovery  Request 


Ashden, 

Here  is  a  supplemental  discovery  request.  Also,  I  was  wondering  when 
you  thought  you  would  be  responding  to  the  505  issue.  I  would  like  to  have 
an  idea  on  the  time  line  in  order  to  coordinate  with  DAD.  Feel  free  to  call 
if  you  have  any  questions. 

Best, 

David 


mai!05. secureserver.net/view_print_multi. php?uidArray=173|INBOX. A  Fein&aEmIPart-O 


/29/12 


o 


Workspace  Webmail ::  Print 


Print  |  Close  Window 


Subject:  RE:  305(g)  Request 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Jan  13,  2011  1:18  pm 

<coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ- 
To:  NCR/M  DW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC 
USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA"  <Monica. Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
c  .  "Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Paul  Bouchard" 
c'  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil> 


David, 


Thanks.  If  you  can  please  send  me  Capt  Moore's  SSN  so  we  can  move  on  his 
clearance. 


Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Thursday,  January  13,  2011  11:51  AM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 
Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Paul  Bouchard 
Subject:  305(g)  Request 

Ashden, 

I  have  attached  the  renewed  speedy  trial  request  listing  the  Garrison 
commander  instead  of  the  GCMCA.  I  have  also  attached  a  request  for  release 
from  confinement  under  R.C.M.  305(g)  along  with  enclosures. 

As  mentioned  before,  the  defense  believes  that  there  is  no  legitimate 
government  objective  for  the  current  confinement  conditions.  Given  the 
consistent  recommendations  of  Capt.  Hocter  and  PFC  Manning's  model  behavior, 
there  is  no  justification  for  PFC  Manning  to  continue  to  be  held  in  maximum 
custody  and  under  POI  watch.  Please  present  this  request  to  the  Garrison 
commander. 

The  defense  requests  that  the  government  respond  in  writing  to  the  305(g) 
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request.  Additionally,  the  defers  requests  that  to  government  obtain^ 
requested  documentation  in  the  5  January  2011  memorandum  to  CW04  Averhart, 
and  any  other  supporting  documentation  from  the  Quantico  Brig  concerning  PFC 
Manning's  classification  and  assignment.  The  defense  request  that  government 
provide  this  documentation  to  the  defense. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Direct  Dial:  (401 )  744-3007 

Office:  (508)  674-6006 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 

“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Confinement  Conditions 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Wed,  Jan  19,  2011  1:20  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd- 
.  b.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 

C'  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ- 
NCR/M  DW  SJA"  <Monica. Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 


David, 


Lets  plan  on  1700.  That  should  be  enough  time  for  us  to  contact  the  Brig  in 
order  to  understand  what  occurred  today. 


Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[ma  ilto  :coo  mbs@a  rmyco  u  rtma  rtia  Idef  en  se .  com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  January  19,  2011  12:53  PM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT 
USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 
Subject:  Confinement  Conditions 

Ashden, 

Please  see  the  attached  request  to  preserve  evidence.  I  would  like  to  talk 
to  you  about  this  issue  later  today  if  possible.  I  am  available  anytime 
after  1630.  Also,  I  want  to  know  if  the  garrison  commander  plans  to  respond 
to  my  305(g)  request.  Based  upon  this  latest  incident,  I  am  inclined  to  push 
forward  with  the  138  complaint.  Thanks. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
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Fall  River,  MA  02720 
Office:  1-800-588-4156 


Fax:  (508)  324-9896 
coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 


‘"Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Confinement  Conditions 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Jan  20,  2011  3:37  pm 

_  .  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com>,  "John  Haberland" 

°'  <john.haberland@us.army.mil> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd- 
b.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
c'  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr. northcom.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ- 
NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Monica. Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 


David.  As  of  1512hrs,  PFC  Manning  is  off  suicide  prevention  status,  but 
still  on  POI.  We  are  working  with  PFC  Manning's  chain  of  command  and  the 
Brig  chain  of  command  on  all  your  points  below,  to  include  readdressing  the 
POI  status. 

We  also  expect  to  formally  present  the  RCM  305(g)  request  to  COL  Coffman 
tomorrow.  In  addition  to  the  RCM  305(g)  request,  we  will  formally  readdress 
the  POI  status  with  him  as  well.  COL  Coffman  is  sending  down  his  CSM  to  meet 
with  PFC  Manning  and  get  a  sense  of  the  situation.  We  are  still  waiting  on 
receiving  all  the  substantiating  documentation  from  the  Brig  and  expect  to 
get  that  information  tomorrow  morning  and  then  present  it  to  him  tomorrow 
evening,  absent  an  unforeseen  change  of  events. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Thursday,  January  20,  2011  12:21  PM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  John  Haberland 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT 

USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Subject:  Confinement  Conditions 

Ashden, 

I  understand  that  CW04  Averhart  is  going  to  review  the  need  for  special 
restrictions  later  today.  As  I  stated  yesterday  and  in  the  138  request,  PFC 
Manning  does  not  need  to  be  under  POI  watch  or  suicide  risk.  Please  have 
John  request  CW04  Averhart  to  discuss  this  issue  with  COL  Malone  (Capt. 
Hooter's  replacement).  If  his  recommendation  is  to  still  remove  him  from 
POI,  then  I  request  that  this  be  done  today. 
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If  CW04  will  not  remove  PFC  Manning  from  suicide  risk  and  POI  watch,  can  you 
tell  me  whether  the  goverment  is  considering  moving  PFC  Manning  to  a 
different  confinement  facility?  Thank  you. 


Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


— . Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  Confinement  Conditions 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Wed,  January  19,  2011  1:20  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>, 
<paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Carlile, 
Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.  north  com. mil> 

David, 

Lets  plan  on  1700.  That  should  be  enough  time  for  us  to  contact  the 
Brig  in 

order  to  understand  what  occurred  today. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 
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Subject:  RCM  305(g)  Request 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/NI DW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Fri,  Jan  21,  2011  8:37  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.r.bouchard@mnd-b  army.mil>, 

<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 
<M  onica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Attach:  11 -Jan-21 -SPCMCA Response  to  RCM  305(g)  Request  (ManningB).pdf 


David, 


Please  find  the  attached  RCM  305(g)  action.  Have  a  good  weekend. 
Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Feb  03,  2011  7:49  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Haberland,  John 
Cc:  CPT  MIL  USA"  <john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>, 
"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<JoDe  an.  Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 


David, 


After  further  review  of  my  emails,  I  think  we  spoke  about  all  outstanding 
issues  today.  Please  let  me  know  if  there  is  anything  else.  Thank  you. 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Monday,  January  31 ,  201 1  1 0:38  PM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA; 

Haberland, John  CPT  MIL  USA;  paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil 

Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  Update 

Importance:  Low 

Ashden, 

How  long  do  you  anticipate  the  read-on  to  require?  Depending  on  the  length 
of  time,  I  may  be  able  to  conduct  this  in  D.C.  on  the  1 1th. 

1 )  Even  if  the  read-on  is  completed  before  or  on  the  1 1th,  I  would  like  to 
have  PFC  Manning  taken  to  Fort  Myer.  MAJ  Kemkes  needs  to  meet  with  PFC 
Manning  in  the  morning,  and  I  will  be  joining  them  in  the  afternoon. 

2)  The  defense  would  like  to  have  the  documentation  provided  by  LTC  Greer. 
Will  you  be  releasing  this  information  as  part  of  the  requested  defense 
discovery? 

3)  Got  it.  Have  they  provided  you  with  any  details  for  timing? 
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4)  Understood.  The  defense  would  like  for  the  government  to  inquire  as  to 
whether  there  is  an  investigation  of  CW04  Averhart.  The  defense  believes 
this  information  is  relevant  for  any  Article  13  motion. 

5)  Understood. 

6)  I  will  make  sure  that  Capt.  Moore  is  made  award  of  this  issue.  I  would 

like  for  you  to  have  John  inquire  why  I  was  denied  access  to  PFC  Manning  last 
Sunday.  I  had  called  ahead  of  time  and  coordinated  the  attorney  visit  with 
GySgt  Blenis.  He  informed  that  it  would  not  be  a  problem.  When  I  arrived  at 
Quantico,  I  was  denied  access.  The  DBS  informed  me  that  they  were  not  aware 
of  my  planned  visit.  I  want  to  avoid  this  from  happening  again  in  the 
future. 

7)  COL  Malone:  Can  you  confirm  that  COL  Malone  recommended  that  PFC  Manning 
be  removed  from  POI  watch  last  week?  I  have  been  told  that  he  did,  but  I 

want  to  verify  this  information. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 


“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- . Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  Update 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Mon,  January  31,  201 1  10:03  pm 
T o:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us. army.mil>;,  "Carlile,  Monica 
L. 

SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Monica. Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>;, 
"Haberland.John  CPT  MIL  USA"  <john.haberland@us.army.mil>, 
<paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>; 

David, 

As  of  today,  all  members  of  the  RCM  706  are  read-on  to  the  required 
compartments  and  below  is  a  status  of  the  Defense  team  members: 
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Subject:  RE:  Quantico  Visitation 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Fri,  Feb  18,  2011  3:05  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ- 
Cc:  NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

<matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Haberland, 
John  CPT  MIL  USA"  <john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


We  will  start  working  on  it  immediately,  although  this  late  on  a  Friday  of  a 
Holiday  weekend,  might  be  an  issue. 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

N1PR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Friday,  February  18,  201 1  3:03  PM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes;  paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil; 
Haberland, John  CPT  MIL  USA 
Subject:  Quantico  Visitation 

Ashden, 

I  know  this  is  late  notice,  however,  I  have  a  small  Quantico  issue  that  I  am 
hoping  you  can  assist  on.  Last  weekend,  PFC  Manning's  aunt  and  mother  went 
to  Quantico  to  see  him.  His  aunt  has  been  to  Quantico  on  numerous  occasions. 
Unlike  in  the  past,  she  was  forced  to  wait  at  the  gate  until  she  could  be 
escorted  to  the  brig  by  military  police.  This  requirement  cut  into  their 
visitation  time  since  they  had  to  wait  at  the  gate  for  over  a  half  of  an  hour 
on  each  day.  The  family  is  going  to  see  Manning  again  this  weekend.  I  was 
wondering  if  anything  can  be  done  to  find  out  why  this  is  a  new  requirement, 
and  whether  it  is  truly  necessary.  Thanks. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
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Fall  River,  MA  02720 


Q 


J 


Office:  1-800-588-4156 
Fax:  (508)  324-9896 
coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
www.armycourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  Re:  Article  138  Complaint 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Feb  17,  2011  6:32  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 


III  scan  and  send  to  you  but  we  will  formally  serve  on  pfc  manning 


Sent  using  BlackBerry 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com > 
To:  Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M 
Sent:  Thu  Feb  17  18:09:36  2011 
Subject:  RE:  Article  138  Complaint 

LtCol  Greer, 

Thank  you  for  providing  me  with  an  update.  Will  the  response  be  served  upon 
me  as  well?  I  will  undoubtedly  be  the  one  completing  the  rebuttal,  if 
necessary. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armvcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  Article  138  Complaint 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.areer@usmc.mil> : 

Date:  Wed,  February  16,  2011  4:41  pm 

To:  < coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com> 
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We  have  the  GCMCA^view  underway.  We  hope  t«^e  able  to  give  it 
to  your  client  by  the  end  next  week  for  his  rebuttal  but  since  the 
GCMCA  has  not  yet  reviewed,  I  can't  speak  to  the  findings.  We  have 
90  days  to  resolve  this  and  do  not  intend  to  take  that  long.  I  am  sorry 
I  cannot  give  you  a  firm  date. 

LtCol  Greer 
MCBQ  SJA 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com 
['mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.coml 

Sent:  Wednesday,  February  16,  2011  16:17 
To:  Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M 
Subject:  Article  138  Complaint 

LTC  Greer, 

Can  you  give  me  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Article  138  complaint? 
I  would  like  to  get  an  idea  on  when  I  might  hear  a  response  in  order 
to  plan  for  the  writ  to  ACCA.  Thank  you. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  324-9896 

coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armvcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments, 
may  contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended 
for  the  person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended 
recipient,  please  notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized 
disclosure,  copying  or  use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is 
prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  SCIF 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Mar  03,  2011  10:22  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA” 
<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW 
SJA"  <JoDean.M  orrow@jfhqncr. north  com. mil>,  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


David.  Below  are  answers  or  comments  to  your  emails  today. 

1 .  We  completed  the  leader  recon  of  the  SCIF  location  and  secured  an 
ideal  location.  It’s  ideal  because  it’s  in  a  building  that  will  provide  PFC 
Manning  with  very  little  exposure  to  third  parties  and  is  large  enough  to 
accommodate  the  defense  team  and  the  RCM  706  board.  The  location  is  just 
north  of  Ft.  Belvoir,  in  Alexandria.  We  are  planning  on  using  Saturdays  for 
the  SCIF  access  to  minimize  the  3d  party  pedestrian  traffic,  because  this 
facility  is  shared  by  the  USG  although  belonging  to  the  US  Army  INSCOM.  The 
latrines  are  nearby  and  the  access  procedures  will  be  easier  for  you  and  your 
team,  compared  to  other  locations. 

2.  We  will  schedule  PFC  Manning  to  be  at  MAJ  Kemkes  office  the  Friday 

before  the  SCIF  meeting.  We  expect  to  have  the  Saturday  schedule  tomorrow  and 
will  immediately  contact  you  to  figure  out  when  you  will  be  available  to  come 
down. 

3.  Please  send  us  who,  from  the  defense  team,  will  be  participating  in 
the  SCIF  meeting  with  PFC  Manning. 

4.  We  are  working  on  your  expert  request.  The  convening  authority  has 
been  TDY  and  on  leave,  although  we  are  in  contact  with  him.  We  are  working 
with  the  medical  folks  to  determine  the  availability  of  an  expert,  so  that  we 
can  present  the  request  to  the  convening  authority.  We  expect  to  have  an 
answer  by  the  middle  of  next  week,  which  should  be  well  before  the  RCM  706 
board  resumes  its  work-  based  on  the  SCIF  arrangements. 

5.  We  will  work  to  determine  the  reason  for  PFC  Manning  being  required 
to  “strip  naked  at  the  end  of  the  day”. 

6.  We  will  work  to  determine  what  the  situation  is  concerning  the 
wireless  headset  telephone.  Is  this  only  when  you  and  the  defense  team 
calls,  for  all  his  calls? 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

U.S.  Army  Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 
COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

SIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.smil.mil 
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- Original  Message -  ^ 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Thursday,  March  03,  201 1  8:55  PM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes;  Morrow  III, 

JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil; 

john.haberland@us.army.mil 

Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  SCIF 

Importance:  Low 


Ashden, 


Any  update  on  when  I  will  be  able  to  use  a  SCIF  to  speak  with  PFC  Manning? 
Also,  once  we  identify  the  date,  I  would  like  to  have  PFC  Manning  pulled  out 
the  day  before  to  meet  with  me  at  MAJ  Kemkes'  office. 

Finally,  I  wanted  to  alert  you  to  a  couple  of  issues  with  the  confinement 
facility.  First,  they  are  requiring  Manning  to  strip  naked  at  the  end  of  the 
day  and  then  to  stand  at  attention  naked  during  the  0500  DBS  review.  I  can't 
imagine  the  reason  for  this  to  happen.  Second,  the  facility  has  been  using  a 
wireless  headset  for  his  telephone  conversations.  Besides  being  insecure, 
the  quality  of  the  connection  is  compromised. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

<mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com> 


“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  Charge  Sheet 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA” 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Wed,  March  02,  201 1  3:57  pm 
T o:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Monica. Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>;,  "Matthew  kemkes" 
<matthew. kemkes@us.army.mil>;,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW 
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Subject:  SCIF  and  Brig 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Sat,  Mar  05,  2011  11:47  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 
<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW 
SJA”  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 

David.  Good  morning.  As  per  our  previous  conversation  and  emails,  we 
received  authorization  to  use  the  SCIF  on  Saturdays  to  minimize  the  accused's 
exposure  to  third  parties.  The  SCIF  is  available  any  Saturday  after  today. 

Please  look  at  the  calendar  and  let  us  know  when  the  soonest  Saturday  you  can 
be  here,  so  that  we  can  schedule  the  conference  room,  security  detail,  the 
accused's  meals,  and  the  Friday  before  meeting  at  Myer.  Once  you  send  that 
information,  then  we  will  coordinate  the  RCM  706's  meeting  in  the  SCIF. 


We  spoke  with  the  Brig  about  the  removal  of  the  accused’s  underwear  at  night. 
His  underwear  was  taken  from  him  because  of  a  specific  statement  that  he  made 
to  MSgt  Papakie  at  the  Brig.  After  he  was  served  his  new  charges  and  MAJ 
Kemkes  left  the  Brig,  the  accused  asked  why  all  of  his  items  were  taken  at 
night  with  the  exception  of  his  underwear  under  POI  status.  According  to  the 
Brig  officials,  the  accused  then  talked  about  the  elastic  band  in  his 
underwear  and  how  that  would  be  "probably  the  most  dangerous  piece"  of 
clothing  or  words  to  that  effect.  MSgt  Papakie  believed  that  the  accused  was 
insinuating  that  he  could  harm  himself  with  the  elastic  band  on  his  underwear 
and  discussed  the  issue  with  the  accused.  After  this  conversation,  the  Brig 
staff  took  this  threat  seriously  and  believes  that  the  accused  may  have  had 
recent  thoughts  or  ideas  as  to  the  uses  of  the  elastic  band  from  his 
underwear  to  harm  himself.  The  Brig  staff  removed  his  underwear  to  ensure 
that  he  does  not  harm  himself.  The  next  time  you  speak  with  your  client, 
please  ensure  that  he  understands  that  any  comment  that  could  be  reasonably 
construed  as  an  intimation  that  he  might  harm  himself,  will  be  taken  very 
seriously  by  the  Brig  staff,  because  their  primary  mission  is  to  ensure  the 
accused's  well  being  and  safety. 


In  addition,  the  accused  was  instructed  to  cover  himself  with  his  blanket 
during  the  morning  "stand-to."  Despite  the  Brig  staff  allowing  him  to 
cover-up  during  this  morning  process,  he  elects  to  stand  naked  in  his  cell 
rather  than  to  cover  himself  with  his  blanket. 


COL  Malone  was  on  emergency  leave  the  day  the  accused  was  served  with 
additional  charges;  however  he  came  back  yesterday  and  visited  with  the 
accused.  Also,  COL  Malone  is  still  working  the  accused's  request  to  have  a 
female  mental  health  provider. 
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We  are  still  working  on  the  portable  phone  issue  you  brought  up  this  past 
week.  Despite  the  quality  of  the  phone  call,  there  is  no  monitoring  of  any 
communications  between  members  of  the  defense  team  and  the  accused. 


Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

Chief,  Military  Justice 

Military  District  of  Washington  (MDW) 

COMM:  202-685-4903  (DSN  325) 

CELL:  202-450-8230 

NIPR:  ashden.fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil 

CELL:  ashden.fein@us.army.mil 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  Re:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  SCIF  and  Brig 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Sat,  Mar  05,  2011  5:35  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Matthew  kemkes" 

Cc:  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW 
SJA"  <JoDe an.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>, 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil> 


David.  We  will  need  until  monday  morning  to  confirm  with  the  command  the  security  detail.  We 
should  know  by  1200  on  monday. 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 

202-685-4903  (O) 
202-450-8230  (C) 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Matthew  kemkes;  Morrow  III, 

JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil 
<paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>;  john.haberland@us.army.mil 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil  > 

Sent:  Sat  Mar  05  17:19:11  2011 
Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  SCIF  and  Brig 

Ashden, 

My  facts  about  what  was  said  and  how  it  was  said  are  somewhat  different 
than  what  was  provided  to  you.  More  importantly,  COL  Malone  saw  PFC 
Manning  on  Friday  and  assessed  him  as  a  low  risk  and  requiring  only  routine 
outpatient  follow-up.  Specifically,  he  determined  that  there  was  no  need  for 
psychiatric  admission  for  closer  clinical  observation.  Despite  this,  the  Brig 
maintains  they  are  stripping  him  at  night  for  his  own  protection.  It  appears 
that  he  is  in  a  Catch-22.  If  he  does  everything  he  is  told  to  do,  the  Brig  starts 
to  wonder  what  are  they  missing.  If  he  does  anything  out  of  boredom  or 
starts  to  question  the  absurdity  of  his  treatment,  then  they  determine  this  is 
a  threat  and  overreact. 

I  would  like  to  meet  with  Manning  on  the  11th  and  12th.  Can  you  arrange 
everything  with  this  short  of  notice?  If  not,  then  the  25th  and  26th  of  March 
is  my  next  window.  Let  me  know  ASAP  and  I  will  make  my  travel 
arrangements. 

Best, 

David 
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Subject:  RE:  USv.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Tue,  Apr  05,  2011  10:08  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes”  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>, 

Cc:  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Haberland,  John  CPT  MIL  USA" 

<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<M  onica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Attach:  BrigOrderExcerpt.pdf 

11-Apr-05-SPCMCA  Appointment  of  Defense  Expert  Consultant  in  Neuropsychology 
(ManningB).pdf 

11-Apr-05-SPCMCA  Appointment  of  Defense  Mitigation  Expert  (ManningB).pdf 
smime.p7s 


David, 


The  purpose  of  this  email  is  to  update  you  on  different  issues  we  have 
discussed  over  the  past  week.  Please  view  this  email  in  "HTML  format." 


1.  Brig  Visitors. 

While  we  understand  your  view  of  the  Brig  Order,  we  respectfully 
disagree  with  your  interpretation  of  the  attached  relevant  portion  of 
the  Brig  Order  with  regard  to  visitation. 

While  you  correctly  recite  what  an  "authorized"  visitor  is,  an 
"official"  visit  is  "for  the  purpose  of  conducting  official  government 
business,  either  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  or  in  the  interest  of 
justice,”  see  para  3.17b.  The  next  sentence  simply  states  that 
"lawyers,  military  officials,  civilian  officials,  or  anyone  listed  as  a 
privileged  correspondence  in  para  3.17f  .  .  .  having  official  business 
to  conduct  are  considered  official  visits"  (emphasis  added)  and  may 
visit  at  any  time  during  normal  working  hours,  subject  to  authorization 
by  the  Commanding  Officer.  Critical  is  the  next  sentence,  "All 
prisoners  will  be  required  to  see  official  military  visitor(s)" 
(emphasis  added).  Therefore,  an  official  visit  to  the  brig  by  a  Member 
of  Congress  conducting  official  government  business  or  by  a  non¬ 
government  organization' s  representative  does  not  necessarily  include  a 
visit  with  PFC  BM  without  PFC  BM's  consent. 


You  also  state,  "official  visits  are  considered  privileged,  and  are  not 
subject  to  recording  or  monitoring"  (emphasis  added);  however  this  not 
in  the  Brig  Order.  As  noted  in  para  3.17f,  which  you  cite  as  the 
authority,  "all  incoming  or  outgoing  correspondence  (mail')  between  a 
prisoner  and  the  following  is  privileged  and  not  subject  to  inspection," 
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refers  to,  as  stated. j^jail"  and  not  visitation  iphasis  added).  While 
you  also  state,  "The  Brig's  rules  and  regulations  identify  the  following 
individuals  as  qualifying  for  official  visits,"  the  reference  you  cite 
(para  3.17f)  provides  a  list  of  government  officials,  including  "Members 
of  Congress."  Again,  that  para  refers  to  "mail"  and  not  visitation 
protected  under  Section  V  of  the  MRE.  Therefore,  a  visit  by  a  Member  of 
Congress  would  not  be  privileged  within  the  meaning  of  the  Brig  Order, 
and  would  be  monitored  just  like  any  other  visitor. 

The  prosecution  and  brig's  interpretation  of  the  Brig  Order  outlines 
these  types  of  visitors: 

a.  "Authorized"  visitors.  Visitors  that  PFC  BM  places  on  his 
visitation  list. 

b.  "Official"  visitors.  Those  officials  listed  in  para  3.17b 
conducting  official  government  business. 

A  person's  membership  in  an  organization  does  not  necessarily  confer 
upon  that  person  "official"  status.  A  Member  of  the  Congress  is 
conducting  an  "official"  visit  if  he  is  conducting  official  Government 
business . 

A  member  of  a  non-government  organization  is  not  "official"  as  they  are 
not  conducting  government  business.  Should  PFC  BM  desire  to  meet  with 
any  of  the  individuals  whom  you  have  mentioned  as  potential  visitors,  he 
will  need  to  either  add  them  to  his  "authorized"  visitor  list  or  approve 
a  meeting,  through  you,  if  the  individuals  make  an  "official"  visit. 

As  you  know,  from  the  beginning  of  PFC  BM's  confinement  at  Quantico,  the 
rule  requiring  an  "authorized"  visitor  to  have  a  preexisting 
relationship  with  PFC  BM  has  been  relaxed  to  allow  any  visitor  to  visit, 
subject  to  standard  security  vetting  and  monitoring  for  national 
security  purposes.  This  accommodation  was  based  on  the  potential  for 
his  long-term  pretrial  confinement  and  for  his  benefit,  well-being,  and 
morale . 

Regardless  of  the  interpretation  of  the  Brig  Order,  the  SPCMCA  issued  a 
standing  order  on  16  Sep  10,  which  directs  the  Brig  to  monitor 
communications  of  third  parties  while  confined  at  the  Brig.  This 
requirement  includes  all  of  PFC  BM’s  phone  calls,  visitations,  and  mail. 
This  requirement  does  not  include  monitoring  of  any  privileged 
communications  between  PFC  BM  and  his  attorneys,  mental  health 
providers,  and  brig  chaplains. 

Further,  as  the  United  States  has  charged  your  client,  you  surely 
acknowledge  our  concern  that  PFC  BM's  right  to  counsel  be  scrupulously 
honored.  Absent  the  command's  weekly  visit,  which  is  limited  to 
discussing  PFC  BM's  welfare,  we  would  not  allow  a  U.S.  Government 
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representative  to  meelwith  your  client  without  u^nsel  being  present  or 
an  affirmative  waiver  of  that  right  by  PFC  BM.  Properly  adding  a 
visitor  as  an  "authorized”  visitor  will  be  deemed  consent  to  speak  with 
a  government  representative  by  the  defense.  Any  such  visit  will  be 
subject  to  monitoring  unless  it  is  subject  to  a  recognized  privilege 
under  Section  V,  MRE  (falls  under  the  SPCMCA' s  exception). 

In  the  future,  please  do  not  direct  any  organization  to  directly  contact 
the  Brig  to  coordinate  any  visit.  If  someone  is  trying  to  coordinate  a 
formal  meeting  in  an  "official”  capacity,  they  should  coordinate  through 
DOD  Legislative  Affairs  (COL  Tia  Johnson)  and  their  request  to  meet  with 
PFC  BM  will  be  ultimately  forwarded  through  you  to  PFC  BM  for  consent  to 
meet  during  such  a  visit. 

We  will  continue  to  notify  you  when  we  receive  information  that  someone 
wishes  to  meet  with  your  client  in  an  "official”  capacity,  and  request 
the  same  courtesy  in  return,  once  your  client  agrees  to  meet  with  them. 

2.  Defense  Request  for  Neuropsychology  Expert. 

The  SPCMCA  approved  the  request  today.  LCDR  Carrie  Kennedy,  USN,  is 
appointed  as  a  member  of  the  defense  team.  She  just  PCSed  to  Quantico, 
MCB  and  should  be  best  suited  for  your  request.  She  will  have  easy 
access  to  your  client  based  on  her  proximity  and  will  be  available  to 
you  for  consult  and  meetings.  Although  she  is  currently  TDY  for  the 
remainder  of  this  week,  she  will  be  available  to  speak  starting  11  Apr 
11  at  (540)  529-3802.  Attached  is  her  appointment  order. 

3.  Defense  Request  for  Mitigation  Expert. 

The  SPCMCA  disapproved  the  request  today.  Please  see  attached  action 
for  his  explanation. 

4.  CAPT  Hoctor  Info. 

CAPT  Hoctor  may  be  reached  at  William.hoctor@afg.usmc.mil.  Please 
direct  any  future  requests  for  information  from  the  Brig  personnel, 

LtCol  Greer,  or  any  other  USMC  official  to  the  prosecution  and  we  will 
expeditiously  get  answers  for  you.  As  the  command's  representatives, 
our  intent  is  to  streamline  this  RFI  process  for  you  and  ensure  PFC  BM's 
needs  are  adequately  and  reasonably  met. 

5.  ACU  Uniforms. 

We  sent  your  request  to  the  command  for  them  to  figure  out  the  way 
forward.  As  with  all  pretrial  confinees,  they  understand  their 
responsibilities  and  will  ensure  they  assist  PFC  BM  in  having  the 
appropriate  uniform. 
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6.  Government  Discovery  Responses. 

We  are  finalizing  our  discovery  responses  and  expect  to  have  them  to  you 
by  the  end  of  the  week. 

7.  OCA  Discovery  Consent  &  Classification  Reviews. 

All  the  different  OCAs  are  currently  working  to  review  the  classified 
information  and  provide  the  consent  for  us  to  turn  over  the  pieces  of 
evidence  and  the  derivative  reports  to  you  and  your  team. 

Classification  reviews  are  ongoing  for  the  classified  information  we 
intend  to  introduce  at  the  Article  32  and  trial. 

v/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  DA 


- Original  Message - 

From :  coombs(S)armycourtmartialdefense . com 
[mailto : coombs@armycourtmartialdef ense .com] 

Sent:  Thursday.,  March  31.,  2011  9:03  AM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  DFHQ-NCR/MDW  SDA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Morrow  III,  DoDean,  CPT  USA  DFHQ-NCR/MDW  SDA; 
paul . bouchard@iraq . centcom.mil;  Haberland, Dohn  CPT  MIL  USA;  Carlile, 
Monica  L.  SFC  USA  DFHQ-NCR/MDW  SDA 
Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

Importance:  Low 

Ashden, 

I  have  informed  Congressman  Kucinich  that  he  is  authorized  to  visit  PFC 
Manning  under  the  rules  and  regulations  for  the  Quantico  Brig.  Under 
Brig  Order  P1640.1C,  paragraph  3.17,  there  are  two  types  of  visitors  for 
a  detainee,  authorized  and  official. 

1)  Authorized  visitors  are  required  to  be  added  by  the  detainee  and 
approved  by  the  Quantico  Brig.  Any  person  added  to  the  authorized 
visitors  list  may  visit  the  detainee  on  any  Saturday  or  Sunday  between 
the  hours  of  12:00  and  3:00  p.m.  These  visits  are  monitored  by  the 
Brig.  The  Brig  requires  the  visits  to  take  place  in  a  no-contact  booth 
for  any  detainee  held  in  Maximum  Custody.  The  doors  to  the  booth  must 
remain  open  and  the  entire  visit  will  be  recorded  by  the  Brig.  Anything 
said  during  these  visits  is  not  privileged  and  can  be  used  later  by  the 
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2)  Official  visitors  are  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  official 
government  business,  either  on  behalf  of  the  detainee  or  in  the  interest 
of  justice.  Official  visits  may  be  authorized  by  the  Brig  Officer  to 
visit  a  detainee  at  any  time  during  normal  working  hours.  The  official 
visits  are  considered  privileged,  and  are  not  subject  to  recording  or 
monitoring.  The  Brig's  rules  and  regulations  identify  the  following 
individuals  as  qualifying  for  official  visits: 

a)  Military  officials. 

b)  Civilian  officials. 

c)  The  President  or  Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

d)  Members  of  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

e)  The  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  and  Regional  Offices  of 
the  Attorney  General. 

f)  The  Dudge  Advocate  General  of  each  military  service  or  his  or  her 
representative . 

g)  Prisoner's  Defense  Counsel  or  any  military  or  civilian  attorney  of 
record . 

h)  Any  attorney  listed  in  professional  or  other  directories  or  an 
attorney's  representative. 

i)  Prisoner's  clergyman  when  approved  by  the  chaplain. 

Given  the  difference  between  authorized  and  official  visits,  PFC  Manning 
does  not  want  to  waive  his  entitlement  to  have  a  privileged  conversation 
with  Congressman  Kucinich.  You  should  know,  that  Amnesty  International 
is  also  making  a  request  for  an  official  visit  as  well  as  Mr.  Duan 
Mendez,  the  United  Nations  Special  Rapporteur  on  torture  and  other 
cruel,  inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment. 

I  have  recommended  that  each  of  the  above  individuals  contact  the 
facility  directly  to  arrange  for  an  official  visit.  I  am  hoping  that 
you  will  indeed  ensure  that  the  Quantico  Brig  honors  its  own  rules  and 
regulations . 


-Break- 


Thank  you  for  the  update.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  you  have  identified  a 
neuropsychologist  for  the  defense  team. 

-Break- 

Good  to  hear  the  DNA  samples  are  not  being  lost. 
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-Break- 


Will  the  CA  take  action  on  the  mitigation  expert  request? 


-Break- 


When  do  you  anticipate  a  government  discovery  response? 


-Break- 


Can  you  request  that  the  unit  obtain  a  new  ACU  uniform  for  PFC  Manning? 
His  current  uniform  is  not  acceptable.  It  is  a  mixture  of  a  fire 
resistant  bottom  and  a  summer  weight  top  and  looks  soiled.  PFC  Manning 
needs  a  new  patrol  cap  -  Size  7  with  PFC  insignia  sewed  on  and  one 
"Manning"  name  tape.  Additionally  he  needs  1  xshort/xsmall  ACU  top  and 
1  xshort/xsmall  ACU  bottom.  Finally,  he  needs  1  pair  of  boots  size  7 
regular.  Lastly,  does  the  unit  have  his  Class  As? 


Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 
45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 
Fall  River,  MA  02720 
Office:  1-800-588-4156 
Fax:  (508)  689-9282 
coombs@armycourtmartialdef ense . com 
www . armycourtmartialdef ense . com 

***Conf identiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient, 
please  notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized 
disclosure,  copying  or  use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is 
prohibited . *** 


-  Original  Message  - 

Subject:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  3FHQ-NCR/MDW  S1A" 
<Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr. northcom.mil > 
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Date:  Thu,  MarW  31,  2011  8:29  am 
To :  <coombs(a)armycourtmartialdefense .  com> 

Cc:  "Matthew  kemkes"  cmatthew.  kemkes(3)us .  army  .mil>j ,  "Morrow  III, 

DoDean, 

CPT  USA  3FHQ-NCR/MDW  S3A"  <3oDean . Morrow@jf hqncr . northcom . mil>; , 
<paul . bouchard@iraq . centcom.mil>; ,  "Haberland, 3ohn  CPT  MIL  USA" 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  3FHQ- 

NCR/MDW 

S3 A"  <Monica .Car lile@jf hqncr . northcom. mil >; 

David, 

Representative  Kucinich  has  directly  asked  the  Brig  whether  he 
can  visit  PFC 

BM.  As  we  passed  to  you  before,  if  PFC  BM  would  like  to  visit 
with  Rep 

Kucinich,  then  he  needs  to  add  him  to  his  visitation  list  and  the 
Brig  will 

accommodate,  just  like  with  all  other  visitors.  The  purpose  of 
this  email  is 

to  ensure  that  you  and  your  client  know  of  his  request  so  that 
the  personal 

decision  may  be  made  whether  to  allow  Rep  Kucinich  to  visit  with 
your  client. 

If  willing,  could  you  please  let  me  know  whether  PFC  BM  intends 
to  add  Rep 

Kucinich  to  his  visitor  log,  so  that  we  can  properly  notify  his 

office. 

Again,  this  is  PFC  BMJs  personal  decision  and  we  will  ensure  the 

Brig 

rules/regulations  are  followed  for  any  visitors,  including  Rep 
Kucinich . 

-Break- 

We  identified  a  neuro-psychologist  to  present  to  the  convening 
authority.  If 

approved,  this  doc  will  be  based  from  Quantico,  MCB  and  should  be 

quite 

convenient  for  the  defense  team. 

-Break- 

There  will  be  no  DNA  collection.  PFC  BM's  DNA  was  collected 
previously. 

v/r 

Ashden 
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Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  DA 


Copyright  ©2003-2012.  Alt  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Article  138 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 
Date:  Wed,  Mar  30,  2011  5:34  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Attach:  smime.p7s 


Sir, 

I  have  no  info  regarding  Army  plans  for  movement  of  your  client.  The  recent  protest  and  other  issues 
have  delayed  the  final  GCMCA  action  on  the  138  complaint.  As  soon  as  that  is  finalized,  I  will  ensure  you 
get  a  copy. 

VR 


LtCol  Greer 
MCBQ  SJA 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  [mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  March  30,  2011  10:16 
To:  Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M 
Subject:  Article  138 

LTC  Greer, 

I  have  tried  to  reach  you  on  your  phone  regarding  the  Article  138.  I  know  that  you  may  not  have  an 
exact  date,  but  I  was  wondering  if  you  could  give  me  a  time  line  for  the  final  action.  Also,  have  you  heard 
anything  regarding  a  potential  move  of  my  client  from  Quantico  to  the  PTC  section  at  Fort  Leavenworth? 
Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  response. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

45  North  Main  Street,  5th  Floor 

Fall  River,  MA  02720 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com 


‘‘‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may  contain  confidential  attorney- 
client  information  and  is  intended  for  the  person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended 
recipient,  please  notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or  use  of  this 
information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  Official  Visits 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
Date:  Fri,  Apr  01,  2011  9:09  am 
To:  "Greer  Christopher"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 

nathan.white@mail.house.gov,  awright@amnesty.org,  scritoph@amnesty.org, 
TDawson@ohchr.org,  jmendez@wcl.american.edu,  matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil, 
"Paul  Bouchard"  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Ashden  Fein" 

Cc:  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "John  Haberland" 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "III  Morrow" 
<JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Monica  Carlile" 

<M  onica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Lt.  Col.  Greer, 

I  have  been  informed  by  Congressman  Kucinich's  office  and  by  Amnesty 
International  that  they  have  been  told  by  your  office  they  do  not  qualify  for  an 
official  visit.  Instead,  they  are  being  directed  to  request  to  be  added  to  PFC 
Manning's  "authorized"  visitors  list.  Additionally,  Congressman  Kucinich's 
office  is  being  told  that  the  Brig  Order  that  his  office  is  referencing  does  not 
exist.  I  have  seen  Brig  Order  P16401C,  dated  1  July  2010.  This  order  clearly 
provides  for  both  authorized  and  official  visits. 

Under  Brig  Order  P1640.1C,  paragraph  3.17,  there  are  two  types  of  visitors  for 
a  detainee,  authorized  and  official. 

1)  Authorized  visitors  are  required  to  be  added  by  the  detainee  and  approved 
by  the  Quantico  Brig.  Any  person  added  to  the  authorized  visitors  list  may 
visit  the  detainee  on  any  Saturday  or  Sunday  between  the  hours  of  12:00  and 
3:00  p.m.  These  visits  are  monitored  by  the  Brig.  The  Brig  requires  the  visits 
to  take  place  in  a  no-contact  booth  for  any  detainee  held  in  Maximum  Custody. 
The  doors  to  the  booth  must  remain  open  and  the  entire  visit  will  be  recorded 
by  the  Brig.  Anything  said  during  these  visits  is  not  privileged  and  can  be 
used  later  by  the  government  in  a  court-martial  proceeding. 

2)  Official  visitors  are  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  official  government 
business,  either  on  behalf  of  the  detainee  or  in  the  interest  of  justice.  Official 
visits  may  be  authorized  by  the  Brig  Officer  to  visit  a  detainee  at  any  time 
during  normal  working  hours.  The  official  visits  are  considered  privileged,  and 
are  not  subject  to  recording  or  monitoring.  The  Brig's  rules  and  regulations 
identify  the  following  individuals  as  qualifying  for  official  visits: 

a)  Military  officials. 

b)  Civilian  officials. 

c)  The  President  or  Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

d)  Members  of  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

e)  The  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  and  Regional  Offices  of  the 
Attorney  General. 

f)  The  Judge  Advocate  General  of  each  military  service  or  his  or  her 
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representative. 

g)  Prisoner's  Defense  Counsel  or  anv  military  or  civilian  attorney  of  record. 

h)  Any  attorney  listed  in  professional  or  other  directories  or  an  attorney's 
representative. 

i)  Prisoner's  clergyman  when  approved  by  the  chaplain. 

Given  the  difference  between  authorized  and  official  visits,  PFC  Manning  does 
not  want  to  waive  his  entitlement  to  have  a  privileged  conversation  with 
Congressman  Kucinich,  Amnesty  International,  and  Mr.  Juan  Mendez,  the 
United  Nations  Special  Rapporteur  on  torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman  or 
degrading  treatment  or  punishment.  Additionally,  under  the  Brig  Rules,  none 
of  the  above  individuals  would  qualify  as  an  authorized  visitor.  Paragraph 
3.17a  of  the  Brig  Order  states  "[Ajuthorized  visitors  include  the  prisoners 
immediate  family  (spouse,  children,  parents,  brothers,  sisters  or  guardians)  or 
anyone  who  has  established  a  proper  relationship  with  the  prisoner  prior  to 
confinement."  (emphasis  added).  As  such,  even  if  PFC  Manning  wanted  to 
add  the  above  individuals  on  his  visitor's  list,  he  could  not  do  so. 

I  request  that  this  matter  be  addressed  as  soon  as  possible,  and  that 
necessary  arrangements  are  made  for  Congressman  Kucinich's  visit  as  well  as 
for  representatives  from  Amnesty  International  and  from  the  United  Nations. 

Please  feel  free  to  call  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

II  South  Angell  Street,  #317 
Providence,  RI  02906 
Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 
coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armvcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Thu,  Apr  07,  2011  7:00  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>, 

Cc:  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Haberland,  John  CPT  MIL  USA" 

<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<M  onica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Attach:  Unclassified  Discovery  (011449-011462)  (ManningB).pdf 
smime.p7s 


David, 

Attached  is  the  part  of  the  Brig's  response  to  the  Art  138.  Because  new  matters  were  alleged  in  PFC 
BM's  rebuttal,  they  bifurcated  the  original  Art  138  and  now  initiated  another  redress  process  on  the  new 
matters.  This  was  supposed  to  be  served  on  your  client  today. 

1 .  Our  interpretation  is  the  Government's  interpretation,  to  include  the  SJA  and  the  Brig.  We  are 
confused  by  your  interpretation  and  welcome  a  phone  conversation  to  discuss  this  issue. 

2.  Response  to  your  #7.  We  currently  estimate  the  OCA's  to  be  finished  providing  their  consent  in  the 
next  two  weeks. 

v/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  [mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  April  06,  201 1  9:29  PM 

To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes:  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA; 

paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil;  Haberland, John  CPT  MIL  USA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ- 
NCR/MDW  SJA 

Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  RE:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

Importance:  Low 

Ashden, 

1 .  Thank  you  for  your  reply.  Is  the  interpretation  of  the  Brig  Order  the  MDW  SJA's  interpretation,  the 
Quantico  Brig's  interpretation,  or  simply  your  interpretation? 

The  sentence  that  you  gloss  over  in  your  reply  is  actually  the  critical  one  from  the  Brig  Order.  This 
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sentence  states  that  "[v]isits  frt^iawyers,  military  officials,  civilian  offi.^5.  or  anyone  listed  as  a 
privileged  correspondence  in  paragraph  3. 1 7f  of  this  regulation,  having  official  business  to  conduct  are 
considered  official  visits..."  (Emphasis  added).  Congressman  Kucinich,  Mr.  Juan  Mendez  from  the  United 
Nations,  and  any  representative  from  Amnesty  International  would  clearly  fall  within  the  scope  of 
individuals  identified  in  paragraph  3.1 7f  and  are  therefore  deemed  to  be  official  visits  under  the  Brig 
Order. 

Under  the  interpretation  advanced  in  your  previous  message,  a  member  of  Congress  is  conducting  an 
"official"  visit  only  if  he  is  conducting  "official  government  business"  and  a  member  of  a  non-government 
organization  is  not  "official"  as  they  are  not  conducting  "government  business."  Besides  being  an 
perfunctory  argument  without  support  under  the  Brig  Order,  it  is  also  one  that  is  easily  nullified  by  using 
the  example  of  a  civilian  attorney.  Paragraph  3.17f  states  that  a  "civilian  attorney  of  record"  is  deemed 
to  be  an  official  visit.  A  civilian  attorney  is  clearly  a  non-government  entity  and  as  such  is  not  conducting 
"official  government  business."  This  clearly  belies  any  attempt  to  argue  official  visits  are  limited  in  the 
way  that  you  suggest. 

Moreover,  official  visits  are  clearly  privileged  under  the  Brig  Order.  While  section  3.1 7f  speaks  to  mail 
correspondence  being  privileged,  it  must  follow  that  oral  communications  are  also  privileged.  It  would  not 
make  sense  that  a  detainee  would  enjoy  the  protection  of  a  privileged  communication  from  an  individual 
listed  in  paragraph  3. 1 7f  if  the  correspondence  came  by  way  of  mail  as  opposed  to  an  in-person 
conversation  with  the  same  individual. 


With  regards  to  the  SPCMCA’s  standing  order  dated  16  September  2010,  his  failure  to  recognize  other 
individuals  who  are  entitled  by  the  Brig  Order  to  have  a  privileged  conversation  is  not  dispositive.  The 
order  is  unenforceable  given  the  fact  it  would  authorize  the  recording  of  privileged  conversations. 
Likewise,  the  government's  concern  surrounding  PFC  BM's  right  to  counsel  is  misplaced.  Mental  health 
providers  and  brig  chaplains  are  able  to  speak  with  PFC  BM  without  coordination  with  civilian  counsel. 
As  long  as  the  conversations  are  privileged,  the  government's  concern  would  seem  unwarranted. 


Given  the  above,  I  request  that  you  clarify  the  Quantico  Brig’s  official  position  on  this  issue. 


2.  Thank  you  for  notifying  the  defense  of  LCDR  Carrie  Kennedy's  appointment  as  a  member  of  the 
defense  team. 


3.  Understood. 


4.  If  I  cannot  obtain  information  independently,  I  will  certainly  direct  my  RFI  to  the  prosecution. 


5.  Thank  you. 
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6.  I  look  forward  to  the  discove^asi 


7.  Thank  you  for  the  update.  Do  you  have  an  estimated  date  for  the  OCA's  consent  for  you  to  turn  over 
the  pieces  of  evidence  and  the  derivative  reports? 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

1 1  South  Angell  Street,  #317 

Providence,  Rl  02906 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.  a  rmy  cou  rtma  rtiald  ef  e  nse.com 

“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may  contain  confidential  attorney- 
client  information  and  is  intended  for  the  person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended 
recipient,  please  notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or  use  of  this 
information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Update) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

<Ashden.  Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Date:  Tue,  April  05,  201 1  1 0:08  pm 
T o:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Cc:  "Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us. army.mil>;,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean, 
CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean. Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>;, 
<paul. bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>;,  "Haberland.John  CPT  MIL  USA" 
<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW 
SJA"  <Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>; 


David, 

The  purpose  of  this  email  is  to  update  you  on  different  issues  we  have  discussed  over  the  past  week. 
Please  view  this  email  in  “HTML  format.” 

1 .  Brig  Visitors. 

While  we  understand  your  view  of  the  Brig  Order,  we  respectfully  disagree  with  your  interpretation  of  the 
attached  relevant  portion  of  the  Brig  Order  with  regard  to  visitation. 

While  you  correctly  recite  what  an  “authorized”  visitor  is,  an  “official”  visit  is  “for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  official  government  business,  either  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  or  in  the  interest  of  justice,” 
see  para  3.17b.  The  next  sentence  simply  states  that  “lawyers,  military  officials,  civilian  officials,  or 
anyone  listed  as  a  privileged  correspondence  in  para  3.1 7f .  .  .  having  official  business  to  conduct  are 
considered  official  visits”  (emphasis  added)  and  may  visit  at  any  time  during  normal  working  hours, 
subject  to  authorization  by  the  Commanding  Officer.  Critical  is  the  next  sentence,  “All  prisoners  will  be 
required  to  see  official  military  visitor(s)”  (emphasis  added).  Therefore,  an  official  visit  to  the  brig  by  a 
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Subject:  USv.  PFC  BM  (Discovery  011463-011573)  1  of  3 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA"  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Sat,  Apr  09,  2011  11:43  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>, 
r  .  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Haberland,  John  CPT  MIL  USA" 
c'  <john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M  DW  SJA" 
<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Feito,  Beatriz  SGT  USA  JFHQ-  NCR/M  DW 
SJA"  <Beatriz.Feito@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Attach:  Unclassified  Discovery  (011463-011573)  (ManningB)_Part1.pdf 

David, 

Good  morning.  Attached  to  this  email  and  the  subsequent  two  emails  is  the 
USMC  GCMCA  memo  to  SecNav  in  reference  to  the  original  Art  1 38  complaint. 

PFC  BM  was  served  this  document  yesterday.  We  are  completing  the  discovery 
requests  this  weekend  and  I  expect  to  provide  additional  discovery  and  the 
responses  by  COB  Monday. 

v/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  Re:  [Suspected  SPAM]  Movement  of  Manning 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/M DW  SJA”  <Ashden. Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Tue,  Apr  19,  2011  4:08  pm 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

David.  I  am  finding  out  what  is  going  on.  I  will  call  asap  when  I  get  an  update. 

Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 


From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.oom> 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Bouchard,  Paul 

CPT  USCENTCOM  USF-I  USCENTCOM-TDS/FICI-JA-TBO;  Haberland,John  CPT  MIL  USA 

<john.haberland@us.army.mil>;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Feito, 

Beatriz  SGT  USA  JFHQ-  NCR/MDW  SJA 

Sent:  Tue  Apr  19  15:53:07  2011 

Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  Movement  of  Manning 

Ashden, 

Please  call  me  when  you  receive  this  message. 

Best, 

David 

David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

11  South  Angell  Street,  #317 

Providence,  RI  02906 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.amivcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


— . Original  Message - 

Subject:  RE:  US  v.  PFC  BM  (Discovery) 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 

>mail05.secureserver.net/view_print_multi.php?uidArray=72|INBOX.A  Fein&aEmlPart=0  1  / 


729/12 


© 


Workspace  Webmail ::  Print 


o 


Print  |  Close  Window 


Subject:  RE:  [Suspected  SPAM]  Neuropsychologist  Request 

From:  "Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <Ashden.Fein@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 
Date:  Wed,  Apr  20,  2011  9:38  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

"Matthew  kemkes"  <matthew.kemkes@us.army.mil>,  "Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA 
JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA"  <JoDean.Morrow@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Bouchard,  Paul 
CPT  USCENTCOM  USF-I  USCENTCOM-TDS/FICI-JA-TBO" 

Cc:  <paul.bouchard@iraq.centcom.mil>,  "Haberland,  John  CPT  MIL  USA" 

<john.haberland@us.army.mil>,  "Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA" 
<Monica.Carlile@jfhqncr.northcom.mil>,  "Feito,  Beatriz  SGT  USA  JFHQ-  NCR/MDW 
SJA"  <Beatriz.Feito@jfhqncr.northcom.mil> 

Attach:  smime.p7s 


David, 

We  will  start  working  the  issues  ASAP.  Please  route  your  requests  through  us, 
so  that  we  may  ensure  the  meeting  is  scheduled  and  the  right  resourcing  is 
available.  Are  you  planning  on  going  alone,  or  with  members  of  the  defense 
team? 

V/r 

Ashden 


Ashden  Fein 
CPT,  JA 


- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
[mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  April  20,  201 1  9:37  AM 
To:  Fein,  Ashden  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA 

Cc:  Matthew  kemkes;  Morrow  III,  JoDean,  CPT  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Bouchard, 

Paul  CPT  USCENTCOM  USF-I  USCENTCOM-TDS/FICI-JA-TBO;  Haberland, John  CPT  MIL 
USA;  Carlile,  Monica  L.  SFC  USA  JFHQ-NCR/MDW  SJA;  Feito,  Beatriz  SGT  USA  JFHQ- 
NCR/MDW  SJA 

Subject:  [Suspected  SPAM]  Neuropsychologist  Request 
Importance:  Low 

Ashden, 

Please  see  the  attached  request  for  a  replacement  neuropsychologist.  Also,  do 
you  know  how  the  move  will  affect  obtaining  new  set  of  ACUs  for  PFC  Manning? 

Finally,  I  have  contacted  the  JRCF  commander,  LTC  Dawn  Hilton,  to  request  to 
see  PFC  Manning  on  the  27th  and  28th  of  April.  I  have  not  yet  heard  back  from 
her,  but  I  would  appreciate  any  assistance  that  the  government  could  offer  in 
facilitating  such  a  visit. 

Best, 

David 
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Subject:  RE:  Art  138  (II) 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 
Date:  Wed,  Apr  20,  2011  1:16  pm 

To:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 

LtCol.  Greer, 

Please  continue  with  the  processing  of  both  138  complaints.  Even  though  the 
requested  relief  may  be  mooted  by  the  transfer,  I  believe  the  actions  should 
nonetheless  be  reviewed  by  the  GCMCA  and  Secretary  Mabus. 


Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

11  South  Angell  Street,  #317 

Providence,  RI  02906 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armvcourtmartialdefense.com 


***Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may 
contain  confidential  attorney-client  information  and  is  intended  for  the 
person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended  recipient,  please 
notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or 
use  of  this  information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message  - . — 

Subject:  Art  138  (II) 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  < ch ristopher.m.qreer@usmc.mil> : 

Date:  Wed,  April  20,  2011  12:57  pm 

To:  < coombs@armvcourtmartialdefense.com> 

Mr  Coombs, 

Does  your  client  wish  to  proceed  on  the  second  Art  138  complaint? 
This  is  the  issue  regarding  removal  of  underwear.  Obviously  the 
requested  redress  has  been  mooted  by  the  transfer  of  your  client.  I 
recognize  that  issue  may  well  become  a  trial  motion  but  do  not 
believe  a  138  complaint  is  necessary  to  preserve  this  issue  for  trial. 
We  will  process  the  complaint  unless  you  provide  us  written  notice  of 
withdrawal. 
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Thank  You 


O 


Workspace  Webmail ::  Print 


o 


CHRIS  GREER 
LtCol,  USMC 
SJA,  MCB  Quantico 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 


mail05.secureserver.net/view_print_multi. php?uidArray=9|INBOX.A  -  Manning.Article  1 38&aEmlPart=0 


21 


/29/12 


© 


Workspace  Webmai! ::  Print 


o 


Print  |  Close  Window 


Subject:  Second  138  complaint 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 
Date:  Fri,  Jun  03,  201 1  10:04  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefe nse .com> 

Attach:  AR-M355N_201 10603_1 1 1228.pdf 
smime.p7s 


Sir, 

Attached  is  the  package  giving  your  client  an  opportunity  to  rebut  the  respondent's  endorsement  on  his 
second  article  138  complaint.  I  am  having  this  document  delivered  to  your  client  in  the  PCF  but  I  imagine 
he  will  not  get  it  until  sometime  next  week  as  I  am  sending  it  through  the  trial  team.  I  wanted  to  be  sure 
you  had  it  so  if  your  client  had  questions,  you  would  already  have  seen  it  and  can  advise  him. 

To  ensure  I  have  a  record  of  delivery,  I  ask  that  your  client  sign  the  acknowledgment.  I  know  we 
discussed  whether  he  wanted  to  withdraw  the  complaint.  I  included  an  election  in  case  he  wanted  to 
withdraw  this  complaint  regarding  the  underwear. 

The  response,  if  any,  should  be  routed  to  the  MCBQ  Commander  via  the  CO  of  the  Leavenworth  facility 
and  CW02  Barnes,  the  respondent.  If  there  is  no  response,  please  let  me  know  so  I  can  work  the 
GCMCA  report  and  forward  on  the  SECNAV. 

The  first  complaint  is  still  pending  at  the  SECNAV  level. 


V/R 


CHRIS  GREER 
LtCol,  USMC 
SJA,  MCB  Quantico 
(703)  784-3678 
BB  (703)  357-4841 


Copyright  ©  2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Subject:  RE:  Second  Art  138  Complaint 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil> 

Date:  Thu,  Jun  23,  2011  7:17  am 
To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Attach:  smime.p7s 

Thanks  for  the  quick  response. 

vr 

LtCol  Greer 
MCBQ  SJA 

- Original  Message - 

From:  coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com  [mailto:coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  June  22,  2011  20:38 
To:  Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M 
Subject:  RE:  Second  Art  1 38  Complaint 

LtCol  Greer, 

I  am  sorry  for  not  sending  you  notification  of  PFC  Manning's  decision.  He  does  not  intend  to  submit  an 
additional  rebuttal  to  the  6  June  matters.  Feel  free  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Best, 

David 


David  E.  Coombs,  Esq. 

Law  Office  of  David  E.  Coombs 

1 1  South  Angell  Street,  #317 

Providence,  Rl  02906 

Office:  1-800-588-4156 

Fax:  (508)  689-9282 

coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com 

www.armycourtmartialdefense.com <http://www.armycourtmartialdefense.com/> 


“‘Confidentiality  Notice:  This  transmission,  including  attachments,  may  contain  confidential  attorney- 
client  information  and  is  intended  for  the  person(s)  or  company  named.  If  you  are  not  the  intended 
recipient,  please  notify  the  sender  and  delete  all  copies.  Unauthorized  disclosure,  copying  or  use  of  this 
information  may  be  unlawful  and  is  prohibited.*** 


- Original  Message - 

Subject:  Second  Art  138  Complaint 

From:  "Greer  LtCol  Christopher  M"  <christopher.m.greer@usmc.mil>; 

Date:  Wed,  June  22,  201 1  6:32  pm 

To:  <coombs@armycourtmartialdefense.com> 

Mr  Coombs, 
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Does  your  client  intend  to  submit  a  rebuttal  to  the  matters  served  on  him  6  June?  Per  the  JAGMAN,  he 
had  10  working  days  to  submit  a  rebuttal.  I  have  received  no  information  regarding  a  rebuttal  from  you 
or  via  his  chain  of  command.  The  10  working  day  period  expired  on  20  June. 

If  he  does  not  intend  to  submit  a  rebuttal,  I  will  complete  the  report  and  forward  to  SECNAV. 

R  / 


CHRIS  GREER 
LtCol,  USMC 
SJA,  MCB  Quantico 
(703)  784-3678 
BB  (703)  357-4841 


Copyright  ©2003-2012.  All  rights  reserved. 
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Officer  to  visit  ai  any  time  during  normal  working  hours  All  prisoners  will  be 
visitors  will  be  subjeci  lo  disciplinary  action. 

c  Command  Visits:  Command  Visits  are  normally  conducted  on  Thursday's  of 

each  week  and  are  considered  official  visits  Prisoners  do  not  have  tl»e  rigtu  to  refuse 


served  for  Thursday's. 


time  and  date  of  visit,  ages,  and  where  they  are  coming  from  This 


.11  incoming  and  outgoing  correspondence  (mail) 


c  The  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  and  Regional 
Offices  of  the  Attorney  General 
1  The  judge  Advocate  General  of  each  military*  service  or 


Any  documentation  of  a  “privileged"  nature  will  be  subjeci  to  inspection  during 


e 


j 


ATTACHMENT  35 


©, 


UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORt“ 


Q 


HEADaT.UffiTSgS  C0M3AMT 


SECURITY  BATTALION 


MARINE  CORPS  BASE 


QUANTICO,  VIRGINIA  22134 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

B275 

OIC 

1  Dec  10 


From:  Officer  in  Charge,  Pre-Trial  Confinement  Facility 

To:  Office  of  the  Regimental  Judge  Advocate 


5'ufo j :  rREVELviiGN  uF  xNuurY  (K)i)  STATUS  KfcbrONSE 


Ref:  (a)  SECNAVINST  1640.9c 


MCG  I640.5B 


Question : 


1.  MAX  Custody  procedures.  I  have  been  looking  at  the  regulation 
regarding  MAX  custody  detainees  and  their  movement  and  I  have  a  few 
questions.  The  uniform  section  talks  about  detainees  being  moved  in 
the  uniform  of  their  service.  Does  this  mean  that  PFC  Manning  should 
be  moved  in  ACU's  rather  than  in  the  prison  uniform?  If  the  detainees 
should  remain  in  their  detainee  uniform  then  do  we  have  another  Army 
detainee  where  we  adhered  to  these  standards.  I  would  like  to  have 
some  examples  to  cite  to  Defense  for  the  reasons  that  we  have  to  move 
PFC  Manning  in  his  detainee  uniform  and  why  his  restraints  have  to 
remain  on. 


Answer : 


(la)  No,  it  does  not  mean  that  PFC  Manning  should  be  transported  in 
the  ACU;  both  pre-trial  and  post  trial  inmates  will  be  housed  and 
transported  according  to  that  confinement  facility  operating  under  the 
Orders  and  Directives  of  the  references. 

-  SECNAVINST  1640. 9C  par. 4201.  pg  4-9.  (5)  Person's  uniform  outside  a 

Navy  confinement  facility  shall  not  identify  the  individual  as  a 
prisoner.  Prisoners  confined  in  Marine  Corps  confinement  facilities 
shall  wear  the  standardized  prisoner  uniform  per  MCO  1640. 5B. 

-  MCO  1640. 5B  1.  Purpose.  To  establish  procedures  for  wearing  the 
standardized  prisoner  uniform  by  pretrial  and  post-trial  prisoners 
confined  in  Marine  Corps  brigs. 

-  Par. (5) .  Policy  -  under  sections  (a)  and  (f) 

-  (a) .  All  pretrial  and  post-trial  prisoners  in  all  custody  grades,  to 
include  installation  custody,  shall  wear  the  standardized  prisoner 
uniform. 

-  (f).  The  prisoner  uniforms  will  be  worn  to  all  activities  with  the 
exception  of  courts -martial,  civil  hearings,  and  when  being 


Subj  :  PREVENT  I O: 


INJURY  (POI)  STATUS  RES  > 


transferred  to  other  confinement  facilities,  at  which  time  the 
appropriate  seasonal  uniform  or  civilian  attire,  dependent  on 
discharge  status,  shall  be  worn. 

Restraints : 

-  SECNAV  1640.9C  4201. 

-  (5)  MAX  prisoners  shall  wear  restraints  at  all  times  when  outside 
the  maximum-security  area  and  be  escorted  by  at  least  two  escorts 
(confinement  facility  staff  or  certified  escorts,  per  article  7406) . 

-  (6)  On  a  case-by-case  basis,  the  CO/OIC/CPOIC  may  authorize 
additional  restraint  for  movement  of  specific  MAX  prisoners.  A 
military  judge  may  direct  that  restraints  be  removed  from  a  person  in 
the  courtroom  if,  in  this  judge's  opinion,  such  restraint  is  not 
necessary.  In  all  cases,  the  limitations  of  article  1102  of  reference 
(b)  shall  be  observed. 

Question: 

2.  Determination  of  POI  status.  Defense  has  made  a  request  that  PFC 
Manning  's  status  be  reduced  from  POI  to  some  other  status  where  he  is 
able  to  have  more  time  outside  or  workout  in  his  cell.  My 
understanding  is  that  his  status  determination  is  made  based  on  a  list 
of  factors  including  his  charges,  mental  health  and  behavior.  since 
the  Defense  has  made  the  request  to  lower  his  status  it  is  something 
that  we  have  to  at  least  address.  Is  there  a  lesser  level  of  POI  that 
PFC  Manning  could  be  moved  to.  If  tne  recommendation  of  tne  Brig 
personnel  is  to  have  him  remain  on  POI  status  that  is  fine,  we  just 
need  to  have  it  addressed  to  the  Defense  counsel. 

Answer : 


There  is  no  subsequent  level  to  Prevention  Of  Injury  (POI);  under 
the  conditions  of  Detainee  Manning's  previous  suicidal  gesture  and  the 
most  recent  note  of  behavior  abnormalities,  I  have  determined  that 
Det.  Manning  will  remain  POI  during  this  period  and  until  further 
evaluation.  The  status  of  POI  gives  the  facility  commander  the 
flexibility  of  taking  the  necessary  precautions  for  an  inmate  with  the 
potential  to  harm  themselves,  but  reduce  the  number  of  restrictions 
placed  on  the  individual.  POI  Status  is  not  a  form  of  punishment  but 
rather  a  precautionary  measure. 

SECNAV  1640. 9C  -  pg  4-14 

-  a.  Some  prisoners  require  additional  supervision  and  attention  due 
to  personality  disorders,  behavior  abnormalities,  risk  of  suicide  or 
violence,  or  other  character  traits.  If  required  to  preserve  order, 
the  BRIG  Os  or,  in  their  absence,  the  brig  duty  officers/duty  brig 
supervisors  may  authorize  special  quarters  for  such  prisoners  for 
purposes  of  control,  prevention  of  injury  to  themselves  or  others,  and 
the  orderly  and  safe  administration  of  the  confinement  facility.  A 


Subj  :  PREVENT  I  F  INJURY  (POI)  STATUS  ReQnSE 


hearing  to  determine  the  need  for  continued  administrative  segregation 
of  the  prisoner  shall  be  conducted.  This  hearing  may  be  by  board- 
action  or  by  a  member  of  the  confinement  facility  appointed  in  writing 
by  the  BRIG  O,  and  a  written  recommendation  to  the  BRIG  O  will  be 
provided  within  72  hours  of  the  prisoner's  entry  into  segregation. 

-  d.  Prisoners  who  have  threatened  suicide  or  have  made  a  suicide 
gesture  but  are  found  fit  for  confinement  may  be  placed  within  special 
quarters  under  continuous  observation  while  in  the  category  of  suicide 
risk.  CO/OIC/CPOIC  may  direct  removal  of  prisoner's  clothing  when 
deemed  necessary.  Prisoner  must  be  under  observation  of  a  supervisor 
of  the  same  sex.  Closed  circuit  television  may  be  installed  at  a 
limited  number  of  cells  for  observation,  although  cross  gender 
monitoring  is  not  authorized. 

-  SOP  section  6004.  CLASSIFICATION  AND  ASSIGNMENT  (C&A)  . 

-  (e)  Prevention  of  Injury  (POI) .  Those  prisoners  who  have  given  an 
indication  that  they  intend  or  are  contemplating  harming  themselves  or 
others  will  be  assigned  Maximum  Custody. 

3.  Sunshine  Call  Logs.  The  defense  counsel  is  con ce jr ne d  about 

PFC  Manning's  mental  and  physical  health  in  relation  to  his  small 
amount  of  time  outside.  In  order  to  combat  any  potential  Article  13 
issues  I  would  like  to  get  a  copy  of  the  logs  that  show  when  PFC 
Manning  went  outside  and  how  long  he  stayed  there.  I  know  that  he 
usually  gets  20  minutes  daily  but  I  need  to  have  the  logs  that  show 


Answer : 


I  will  approve  to  provide  you  access  to  copies  of  the  logbooks. 
Please  make  this  request  through  the  official  channel  from  the  Office 
of  the  Regimental  Judge  Advocate  to  Marine  Corps  Base,  Quantico 
Commanding  Officer,  via  the  CO  of  Security  Battalion.  With  this 
approval,  please  coordinate  with  me  to  schedule  the  visit  and 
dissemination  of  information.  I  also  ask  that  you  provide  a  paralegal 
or  clerk  to  do  the  administrative  task  of  making  the  appropriate 
copies.  Eacn  logbook  covers  a  period  of  approx  one  month;  due  to  Det. 
Manning  confinement  length,  the  period  covered  would  be  approx  five 
(5)  log  books.  This  task  will  require  a  substantial  amount  of  paper 
thus  the  need  for  administrative  supplies  from  your  office. 

/J.  T.  AVERHART  JR 
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Testimony  of  Professor  Craig  Haney 
Senate  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  the  Constitution,  Civil  Rights,  and 
Human  Rights  Hearing  on  Solitary  Confinement 
June  19,  2012 

Chairman  Durbin,  Ranking  Member  Graham,  and  distinguished  members 
of  the  Subcommittee:  My  name  is  Craig  Haney.  I  am  a  Professor  of  Psychology  at 
the  University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz,  and  someone  who  has  been  studying  the 
psychological  effects  of  solitary  confinement  for  well  over  30  years.  My  academic 
interest  in  prisons  more  generally  began  even  earlier  in  my  professional  life.  In 
1971 1  was  one  of  the  principal  researchers  in  a  widely  publicized  study  that  came 
to  be  known  as  the  “Stanford  Prison  Experiment.”  My  colleagues  and  I  placed  a 
carefully  screened  group  of  psychologically  healthy  college  students  in  a  prison¬ 
like  environment,  randomly  assigning  half  to  be  guards,  half  prisoners.  We 
observed  with  increasing  concern  and  dismay  as  the  behavior  of  the  otherwise 
psychologically  healthy  volunteers  in  our  simulated  prison  rapidly  deteriorated 
into  mistreatment  and  emotional  breakdowns.1  When  I  began  to  study  real 
prisons,  examining  and  evaluating  conditions  of  confinement  in  prison  systems 
throughout  the  United  States  and  in  a  number  of  foreign  countries,  I  continued  to 
be  guided  by  the  early  lesson  of  the  Stanford  Prison  Experiment:  prisons  are 
psychologically  powerful  places,  ones  that  are  capable  of  shaping  and 
transforming  the  thoughts  and  actions  of  the  persons  who  enter  them,  often  in 
unintended  and  adverse  ways. 


1  For  example,  see;  C.  Haney,  Curtis  Banks  &  Philip  Zimbardo,  Interpersonal  Dynamics  in  a 
Simulated  Prison,  1  International  Journal  of  Criminology  and  Penology  69  (1973);  and  C.  Haney 
&  Philip  Zimbardo,  The  Past  and  Future  of  U.S.  Prison  Policy:  Twenty-five  Years  After  the 
Stanford  Prison  Experiment,  53  American  Psychologist  7OQ-727  (1998). 
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Since  that  time,  I  have  toured  and  inspected  numerous  solitary 
confinement  units  across  the  country,  in  state  prison  systems  from 
Massachusetts  to  California,  and  the  federal  “supermax”  in  Florence,  Colorado 
(ADX).  I  have  conducted  systematic  psychological  assessments  of  approximately 
1000  isolated  prisoners,  most  of  whom  have  been  confined  in  solitary 
confinement  units  for  periods  of  years,  and  even  decades,  during  which  time  they 
have  been  kept  separate  from  other  prisoners,  and  denied  the  opportunity  to  have 
any  normal  human  social  contact  or  to  engage  in  any  meaningful  social 
interaction.2 


The  Historical  Context 


As  I  mentioned  above,  the  increased  use  of  isolated  or  solitary 
confinement  in  American  prisons  began  in  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s.  In  a 
certain  sense,  it  represented  a  return  to  a  long-discredited  practice  that  the 
nation  had  abandoned  a  century  ago.  As  you  may  know,  there  was  a  time  in  our 
history  when  all  prisons  were  operated  as  solitary  confinement  units,  or  nearly 
so.  However,  as  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  noted  in  an  1890  case,  In  re  Medley,  by 
the  end  of  the  19th  century,  solitary  confinement  had  already  come  to  be  known  as 
an  “infamous  punishment,”  largely  because,  as  the  Court  acknowledged:  “A 


2  Much  of  my  professional  access  to  conditions  of  solitary  confinement  and  to  the  large  number  of 
prisoners  and  staff  whom  I  have  interviewed  has  occurred  in  the  context  of  constitutional 
litigation  in  which  I  have  been  asked  or  appointed  to  help  determine  whether  and  how  isolated 
prisoners  were  being  subjected  to  potentially  cruel  and  unusual  punishment.  For  example,  see, 
Madrid  v.  Gomez,  889  F.Supp.  1146  (N.D.  Cal.  1995);  Ruiz  v.  Johnson,  37  F.Supp.  2d  855  (S.D. 
Tex.  1999).  I  was  the  principal  author  of  the  Brief  of  Professors  and  Practitioners  of  Psychology 
and  Psychiatry  As  Amicus  Curiae  in  Austin  v.  Wilkinson,  545  U.S.  209  (2005).  This  work  has 
provided  me  with  a  rare  opportunity  not  only  to  conduct  in-depth  inspections  of  many  solitary 
confinement  units  and  to  interview  numerous  prisoners  and  staff  members  who  live  and  work 
there,  but  also  to  review  an  extensive  number  of  prison  documents,  records,  and  files  that  pertain 
to  the  operation  of  the  units  themselves. 
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considerable  number  of  the  prisoners  [in  solitary]  fell,  after  even  a  short 
confinement,  into  a  semi-fatuous  condition,  from  which  it  was  next  to  impossible 
to  arouse  them,  and  others  became  violently  insane;  others  still,  committed 
suicide,  while  those  who  stood  the  ordeal  better  were  not  generally  reformed  and 
in  most  cases  did  not  recover  sufficient  mental  activity  to  be  of  any  subsequent 
service  to  the  community.”3 

Indeed,  the  Court’s  Medley  opinion  echoed  observations  that  had  been 
made  even  earlier  by  Alexis  d’Tocqueville,  who  concluded  that  solitary 
confinement  in  American  prisons  “devours  [its]  victims  incessantly  and 
unmercifully”  and  noted  that  the  “unfortunate  creatures  who  submitted  to  [it] 
wasted  away, ”4  and  by  Charles  Dickens,  who,  although  himself  no  stranger  to 
harsh  and  degrading  conditions,  termed  solitary  confinement  a  “dreadful” 
punishment  that  inflicted  terrible  psychic  pain  that  “none  but  the  sufferers 
themselves  can  fathom,  and  which  no  man  has  a  right  to  inflict  upon  his  fellow 
creatures.  ”s 

I  wish  I  could  say  that  the  nation’s  return  to  this  long  discredited  practice 
was  occasioned  by  significant  advances  in  the  way  that  solitary  confinement  is 
now  implemented,  or  that  new  psychological  insights  had  emerged  to  lessen 
previously  widespread  concerns  about  its  damaging  effects.  I  cannot.  Instead,  I 
believe  the  renewed  use  of  long-term  solitary  confinement  is  the  result  of  the 
confluence  of  three  unfortunate  trends— the  era  of  “mass  imprisonment”  that 
began  in  the  mid-1970s  and  produced  widespread  prison  overcrowding,  the  shift 
in  responsibility  for  housing  the  mentally  ill  to  the  nation’s  prison  systems,  and 

3  In  re  Medley,  134  U.S.  160, 168  (1890). 

4  Quoted  in  Torsten  Eriksson,  The  Reformers.  An  Historical  Survey  of  Pioneer  Experiments  in  the 
Treatment  of  Criminals.  New  York:  Elsevier  (1976),  at  49. 


s  Charles  Dickens,  American  Notes  for  General  Circulation.  London:  Chapman  and  Hall  (1842),  at  119-20. 
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the  abandonment  of  the  rehabilitative  ideal  and  its  corresponding  mandate  to 
provide  prison  programming  and  treatment.  The  renewed  widespread  use  of 
solitary  confinement  emerged  as  an  administrative  stop-gap— an  ill-advised  but 
expedient  measure  to  keep  the  resulting  and  potentially  very  problematic  prison 
dynamics  in  check.  I  believe  it  has  become  increasingly  clear  that  this  approach  to 
prison  management  has  created  far  more  problems  than  it  solved. 

The  Conditions  of  Solitary  Confinement 

I  should  acknowledge  that  the  term  “solitary  confinement”  is  a  term  of  art 
in  corrections.  Solitary  or  isolated  confinement  goes  by  a  variety  of  names  in  U.S. 
prisons— Security  Housing,  Administrative  Segregation,  Close  Management,  High 
Security,  Closed  Cell  Restriction,  and  so  on.  But  the  units  all  have  in  common  the 
fact  that  the  prisoners  who  are  housed  inside  them  are  confined  on  average  23 
hours  a  day  in  typically  windowless  or  nearly  windowless  cells  that  commonly 
range  in  dimension  from  60  to  80  square  feet.  The  ones  on  the  smaller  side  of 
this  range  are  roughly  the  size  of  a  king-sized  bed,  one  that  contains  a  bunk,  a 
toilet  and  sink,  and  all  of  the  prisoner’s  worldly  possessions.  Thus,  prisoners  in 
solitary  confinement  sleep,  eat,  and  defecate  in  their  cells,  in  spaces  that  are  no 
more  than  a  few  feet  apart  from  one  another. 

Beyond  the  physical  limitations  and  procedural  prohibitions  that  are  central 
to  solitary  confinement  units,  these  places  must  be  “lived  in,”  typically  on  a  long¬ 
term  basis.  Reflect  for  a  moment  on  what  a  small  space  that  is  not  much  larger 
than  a  king-sized  bed  looks,  smells,  and  feels  like  when  someone  has  lived  in  it 
for  23  hours  a  day,  day  after  day,  for  years  on  end.  Property  is  strewn  around, 
stored  in  whatever  makeshift  way  possible,  clothes  and  bedding  soiled  from 
recent  use  sit  in  one  or  another  corner  or  on  the  floor,  the  residue  of  recent  meals 
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(that  are  eaten  within  a  few  feet  of  an  open  toilet)  here  and  there,  on  the  floor, 
bunk,  or  elsewhere  in  the  cell.  Ventilation  is  often  substandard  in  these  units,  so 
that  odors  linger,  and  the  air  is  sometimes  heavy  and  dank.  In  some  isolation 
units,  prisoners  are  given  only  small  amounts  of  cleaning  materials— a  Dixie  cup 
or  so  of  cleanser— once  a  week,  making  the  cells  especially  difficult  to  keep  clean. 

Inside  their  cells,  units,  and  “yards,”  isolated  prisoners  are  surrounded  by 
nothing  but  concrete,  steel,  cinderblock,  and  metal  fencing— often  gray  or  faded 
pastel,  drab  and  sometimes  peeling  paint,  dingy,  worn  floors.  There  is  no  time 
when  they  escape  from  these  barren  “industrial”  environments.  Many  prisoners 
sit  back  on  their  bunks,  look  around  at  what  has  become  the  sum  total  of  their 
entire  lives,  hemmed  in  by  the  tiny  space  that  surrounds  them  and,  not 
surprisingly,  become  deeply  despondent. 

Virtually  all  of  the  solitary  confinement  units  with  which  I  am  familiar 
prohibit  contact  visits  of  any  kind,  even  legal  visits.  This  means  that  prisoners  go 
for  years— in  some  cases,  for  decades— never  touching  another  human  being  with 
affection.  Indeed,  the  only  regular  “interactions”  that  prisoners  housed  in  these 
units  routinely  have  occur  when  correctional  officers  push  food  trays  through  the 
slots  on  their  doors  two  or  three  times  a  day  in  order  to  feed  them.  The  only  form 
of  actual  physical  “touching”  they  experience  takes  place  when  they  are  being 
placed  in  mechanical  restraints— leg  irons,  belly  chains,  and  the  like— in  a 
procedure  that  begins  even  before  their  cell  doors  are  opened,  and  which  is  done 
every  time  they  are  taken  out  of  their  cells  by  correctional  staff,  on  the  relatively 
infrequent  occasions  when  this  occurs. 

When  prisoners  in  solitary  confinement  or  “lock-up”  units  leave  their  cells 
for  what  is,  typically,  an  average  of  one  hour  a  day,  it  is  usually  to  go  to  a  so-called 
“yard.”  I  say  “so-called”  because  the  “yard”  in  most  of  these  units  bears  no 
relationship  to  the  image  this  word  ordinarily  conjures.  Instead,  the  yard  often 
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consists  of  a  metal  cage,  sitting  atop  a  slab  of  concrete  or  asphalt  or,  in  the  case  of 
California’s  Pelican  Bay,  a  concrete-enclosed  pen,  one  surrounded  by  high  solid 
walls  that  prevent  any  view  of  the  outside  world.  Federal  Judge  Thelton 
Henderson,  who  presided  over  a  landmark  case  examining  conditions  of 
confinement  at  the  Pelican  Bay  Security  Housing  Unit  or  “SHU,”  noted  that  the 
image  of  prisoners  trying  to  exercise  in  these  concrete  pens— their  only  regular 
opportunity  to  be  out  of  their  windowless  cells  each  day— was  “hauntingly  similar 
to  that  of  caged  felines  pacing  in  a  zoo.”6  It  is  an  apt  description  that 
unfortunately  applies  to  many  prisoners  in  many  such  “yards”  around  the 
country.  In  fact,  the  haunting  similarities  to  zoos  are  not  limited  merely  to  the 
nature  of  the  yards;  one  is  hard-pressed  to  name  any  other  place  in  our  society 
where  sentient  beings  are  housed  and  treated  the  ways  that  they  are  in  solitary 
confinement. 

The  emptiness  and  idleness  that  pervade  most  solitary  confinement  units 
are  profound  and  enveloping.  The  prison  typically  provides  the  prisoners  in  these 
units  with  literally  nothing  meaningful  to  do.  That  emptiness,  when  combined 
with  the  total  lack  of  meaningful  social  contact,  has  led  some  prisoners  into  a 
profound  level  of  what  might  be  called  “ontological  insecurity”— they  are  not  sure 
that  they  exist  and,  if  they  do,  exactly  who  they  are.  A  number  of  prisoners  have 
told  me  over  the  years  that  they  actually  have  precipitated  confrontations  with 
prison  staff  members  (that  sometimes  result  in  brutal  “cell  extractions”)  in  order 
to  reaffirm  their  existence. 

The  Makeup  of  Solitary  Confinement  Units 


6  Madrid,  supra  note  2,  at  1229. 
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You  are  no  doubt  wondering  who  is  confined  in  these  units.  That  is,  what 
does  a  prisoner  have  to  do  in  order  to  be  housed  in  such  a  place?  In  fact,  some  of 
the  prisoners  have  done  very  serious  things,  including  assaulting  other  prisoners 
or  even  staff  members;  some  have  even  committed  in-prison  homicides. 

However,  in  most  isolation  units  these  prisoners  are  the  exception  rather  than  the 
rule.  A  number  of  prisoners  are  in  solitary  confinement  for  having  committed  an 
unacceptably  high  number  of  minor  offenses.  An  even  larger  number  are  housed 
there  because  they  are  alleged  to  be  prison  gang  members  or  associates,  an 
offense  that,  in  and  of  itself,  can  result  in  indefinite  solitary  confinement,  even 
though  the  prisoners  in  question  may  not  have  engaged  in  any  overt  rule 
violations  other  than  their  alleged  connection  to  the  gang,  and  may  remain 
entirely  free  of  disciplinary  write-ups  during  the  many  years  of  their  indefinite 
isolation.  Allegations  of  gang  membership  are  inherently  subjective  and  can  be 
unreliable.  Prisoners  who  are  erroneously  classified  in  this  way  are  hard-pressed 
to  establish  facts  and  may  be  confined  in  isolation  on  this  incorrect  basis 
indefinitely.? 

In  addition,  there  are  two  very  problematic  but  little  publicized  facts  about 
the  group  of  prisoners  who  are  housed  inside  our  nation’s  solitary  confinement 
units.  The  first  is  that  a  shockingly  high  percentage  of  them  are  mentally  ill,  and 
often  profoundly  so.  In  some  cases,  the  mental  illness  was  pre-existing  and  may 
even  be  the  primary  cause  of  the  disciplinary  infraction  that  brought  them  to  the 
solitary  confinement  unit  in  the  first  place.  In  other  instances,  however,  the  signs 
and  symptoms  of  mental  illness  appear  to  have  emerged  only  after  the  prisoner’s 
term  in  solitary  confinement  began.  Studies  indicate  that  approximately  a  third  of 


7  For  example,  see:  Erica  Goode,  Fighting  a  Drawn-Out  Battle  Against  Solitary  Confinement,  New 
York  Times.  March  30,  2012.  [available  at:  http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/31/us/battles-to- 
change-prison-policy-of-solitary-confinement.html?pagewanted=all] 
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the  prisoners  in  solitary  confinement  units  suffer  from  mental  illness, 8  but  in 
some  units  the  figure  is  higher— half  or  more.  Approximately  50%  of  all  prison 
suicides  occur  in  solitary  confinement  units.9 

The  other  very  troublesome  but  rarely  acknowledged  fact  about  solitary 
confinement  is  that  in  many  jurisdictions  it  appears  to  be  reserved 
disproportionately  for  prisoners  of  color.  That  is,  the  racial  and  ethnic 
overrepresentation  that  occurs  in  our  nation’s  prisons  generally  is,  in  my 
personal  experience,  even  more  drastic  inside  solitary  confinement  units. 
Although  these  data  are  not  systematically  collected  and  made  available  for 
analysis  overall,  a  study  that  I  conducted  in  a  Security  Housing  Unit  in  California 
confirmed  that  approximately  90%  of  the  prisoners  housed  there  were  of  color 
(i.e.,  Latino  or  African  American). 


The  Psychological  Effects  of  Solitary  Confinement 


What  are  the  consequences  of  confinement  in  such  harsh  and  deprived 
places?  Your  colleague,  Senator  John  McCain,  characterized  solitary  confinement 
as  “an  awful  thing,”  noting  that:  “It  crushes  your  spirit  and  weakens  your 


8  Specifically,  two  separate  studies  have  found  that  29%  of  the  prisoners  in  solitary  confinement 
suffer  from  a  “serious  mental  disorder.”  Hodgins,  S.,  and  Cote,  G.,  The  Mental  Health  of 
Penitentiary  Inmates  in  Isolation,  33  Canadian  Journal  of  Criminology  177-182  (1991);  Lovell,  D., 
Cloyes,  K.,  Allen,  D.,  &  Rhodes,  L.,  Who  Lives  in  Super-Maximum  Custody?  A  Washington  State 
Study,  64  Federal  Probation  33-38  (2000).  If  the  definition  of  mental  illness  is  broadened  to 
include  “psychosocial  impairments,”  then  one  study  has  found  approximately  45%  of  solitary 
confinement  prisoners  are  so  afflicted. 

’  Mears,  D.P.  &  Watson,  J.,  Towards  a  Fair  and  Balanced  Assessment  of  Supermax  Prisons,  23 
Justice  Quarterly.  232  (2006);  Way,  B.,  Miraglia,  R.,  Sawyer,  D.,  Beer,  R.,  &  Eddy,  J.  (2005). 
Factors  Related  to  Suicide  in  New  York  State  Prisons,  28  International  Journal  of  Law  and 
Psychiatry.  207  (2005);  Patterson,  R.F.  &  Hughes,  K.,  Review  of  Completed  Suicides  in  the 
California  Department  of  Corrections  and  Rehabilitation,  1999  to  2004,  59  Psychiatric  Services 
676-682  (2008).  See,  also:  Cloyes,  K.,  Lovell,  D.,  Allen,  D.,  &  Rhodes,  L.  Assessment  of 
Psychosocial  Impairment  in  a  Supermaximum  Security  Unit  Sample,  33  Criminal  Justice  and 
Behavior  760-781  (2006). 
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resistance  more  effectively  than  any  other  form  of  mistreatment.  Having  no  one 
else  to  rely  on,  to  share  confidences  with,  to  seek  counsel  from,  you  begin  to 
doubt  your  judgment  and  your  courage.”10  My  observations  of  the  effects  of 
solitary  confinement  as  it  is  practiced  inside  our  nation’s  prisons  are  consistent 
with  Senator  McCain’s.  The  level  of  suffering  and  despair  in  many  of  these  units 
is  palpable  and  profound. 

As  the  federal  judge  who  heard  testimony  about  California’s  Pelican  Bay 
Security  Housing  Unit  concluded,  the  severe  deprivation  and  oppressive  control 
conditions  in  these  places  “may  press  the  outer  bounds  of  what  most  humans  can 
psychologically  tolerate.”* 11  For  a  number  of  prisoners,  those  bounds  are  greatly 
exceeded,  and  the  consequences  of  their  long-term  solitary  confinement  are  truly 
extreme.  Serious  forms  of  mental  illness  can  result  from  these  experiences. 
Moreover,  many  prisoners  become  so  desperate  and  despondent  that  they  engage 
in  self-mutilation  and,  as  I  noted  early,  a  disturbingly  high  number  resort  to 
suicide.  Indeed,  it  is  not  uncommon  in  these  units  to  encounter  prisoners  who 
have  smeared  themselves  with  feces,  sit  catatonic  in  puddles  of  their  own  urine 
on  the  floors  of  their  cells,  or  shriek  wildly  and  bang  their  fists  or  their  heads 
against  the  walls  that  contain  them.  In  some  cases  the  reactions  are  even  more 
tragic  and  bizarre,  including  grotesque  forms  of  self-harm  and  mutilation- 
prisoners  who  have  amputated  parts  of  their  own  bodies  or  inserted  tubes  and 
other  objects  into  their  penises— and  are  often  met  with  an  institutional  matter- 
of-factness  that  is  equally  disturbing. 

I  recall  a  prisoner  in  New  Mexico  who  was  floridly  psychotic  and  used  a 
makeshift  needle  and  thread  from  his  pillowcase  to  sew  his  mouth  completely 


10  Quoted  in  Richard  Kozar,  John  McCain:  Overcoming  Adversity.  Chelsea  House  (2001),  at  p.  53. 

11  Madrid,  supra  note  2,  at  p.  1267. 
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shut.  Prison  authorities  dutifully  unstitched  him,  treated  the  wounds  to  his 
mouth,  and  then  not  only  immediately  returned  him  to  the  same  isolation  unit 
that  had  caused  him  such  anguish  but  gave  him  a  disciplinary  infraction  for 
destroying  state  property  (i.e.,  the  pillowcase),  thus  ensuring  that  his  stay  in  the 
unit  would  be  prolonged.  A  prisoner  at  the  federal  supermax  prison— ADX— who 
had  no  pre-existing  mental  disorder  before  being  placed  in  isolation,  has  suffered 
from  severe  mental  illness  for  years  now.  While  in  solitary  confinement  he  has 
amputated  one  of  his  pinkie  fingers  and  chewed  off  the  other,  removed  one  of  his 
testicles  and  scrotum,  sliced  off  his  ear  lobes,  and  severed  his  Achilles  tendon 
with  a  sharp  piece  of  metal.  He  remains  in  a  standard  solitary  confinement  unit 
rather  than  a  psychiatric  facility.  Another  prisoner,  housed  long-term  in  a  solitary 
confinement  unit  in  Massachusetts,  has  several  times  disassembled  the  television 
set  in  his  cell  and  eaten  the  contents.  Each  time,  his  stomach  is  pumped  and, 
after  a  brief  stay  in  a  psychiatric  unit,  he  is  returned  to  the  same  punitive 
isolation  where  this  desperate  and  bizarre  behavior  occurred. 

Beyond  these  extreme  cases,  solitary  confinement  places  ah  of  the 
prisoners  exposed  to  it  at  grave  risk  of  harm.  In  fact,  the  scientific  literature  on 
the  effects  of  solitary  confinement  has  been  accumulated  over  many  decades,  by 
researchers  from  a  number  of  different  countries  who  have  varying  academic 
backgrounds.  Despite  the  methodological  limitations  that  come  from  studying 
human  behavior  in  such  a  complex  environment,  most  of  the  research  has 
reached  remarkably  similar  conclusions  about  the  adverse  psychological 
consequences  of  solitary  confinement.  Thus,  we  know  that  prisoners  in  solitary 
confinement  suffer  from  a  number  of  psychological  and  psychiatric  maladies, 
including:  significantly  increased  negative  attitudes  and  affect,  irritability,  anger, 
aggression  and  even  rage;  many  experience  chronic  insomnia,  free  floating 
anxiety,  fear  of  impending  emotional  breakdowns,  a  loss  of  control,  and  panic 
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attacks;  many  report  experiencing  severe  and  even  paralyzing  discomfort  around 
other  people,  engage  in  self-imposed  forms  of  social  withdrawal,  and  suffer  from 
extreme  paranoia;  many  report  hypersensitivity  to  external  stimuli  (such  as 
noise,  light,  smells),  as  well  as  various  kinds  of  cognitive  dysfunction,  such  as  an 
inability  to  concentrate  or  remember,  and  ruminations  in  which  they  fixate  on 
trivial  things  intensely  and  over  long  periods  of  time;  a  sense  of  hopelessness  and 
deep  depression  are  widespread;  and  many  prisoners  report  signs  and  symptoms 
of  psychosis,  including  visual  and  auditory  hallucinations.12  Many  of  these 
symptoms  occur  in  and  are  reported  by  a  large  number  of  isolated  prisoners.  For 
example,  in  a  systematic  study  I  did  of  a  representative  sample  of  solitary 
confinement  prisoners  in  California,  prevalence  rates  for  most  of  the  above 
mentioned  symptoms  exceeded  three-quarters  of  those  interviewed.^ 

In  addition  to  the  above  clinical  symptoms  and  syndromes,  prisoners  who 
are  placed  in  long-term  isolation  often  develop  what  I  have  characterized  as 
“social  pathologies,”  brought  about  because  of  the  pathological  deprivations  of 
social  contact  to  which  they  are  exposed.  The  unprecedented  totality  of  control  in 
these  units  occurs  to  such  an  exaggerated  degree  that  many  prisoners  gradually 
lose  the  ability  to  initiate  or  to  control  their  own  behavior,  or  to  organize  their 
personal  lives.  Prisoners  may  become  uncomfortable  with  even  small  amounts  of 
freedom  because  they  have  lost  confidence  in  their  own  ability  to  behave  in  the 
absence  of  constantly  enforced  restrictions,  a  tight  external  structure,  and  the 
ubiquitous  physical  restraints.  Even  the  prospect  of  returning  to  the  comparative 


12  For  citations  to  the  studies  in  which  these  specific  adverse  effects  have  been  reported,  see:  C. 
Haney,  Mental  Health  Issues  in  Long-Term  Solitary  and  “Supermax”  Confinement,  49  Crime  & 
Delinquency  124-156  (2003),  and  C.  Haney,  The  Social  Psychology  of  Isolation:  Why  Solitary 
Confinement  is  Psychologically  Harmful,  Prison  Service  Journal  UK  (Solitary  Confinement 
Special  Issue),  Issue  181, 12-20  (2009). 


See  supra,  note  12,  Haney,  2003. 
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“freedoms”  of  a  mainline  maximum  security  prison  (let  alone  the  free  world)  fills 
them  with  anxiety. 

For  many  prisoners,  the  absence  of  regular,  normal  interpersonal  contact 
and  any  semblance  of  a  meaningful  social  context  in  these  isolation  units  creates 
a  pervasive  feeling  of  unreality.  Because  so  much  of  our  individual  identity  is 
socially  constructed  and  maintained,  the  virtually  complete  loss  of  genuine  forms 
of  social  contact  and  the  absence  of  any  routine  and  recurring  opportunities  to 
ground  thoughts  and  feelings  in  a  recognizable  human  context  lead  to  an 
undermining  of  the  sense  of  self  and  a  disconnection  of  experience  from 
meaning.  Some  prisoners  experience  a  paradoxical  reaction,  moving  from 
initially  being  starved  for  social  contact  to  eventually  being  disoriented  and  even 
frightened  by  it.  As  they  become  increasingly  unfamiliar  and  uncomfortable  with 
social  interaction,  they  are  further  alienated  from  others  and  made  anxious  in 
their  presence.  In  extreme  cases,  another  pattern  emerges:  this  environment  is  so 
painful,  so  bizarre  and  impossible  to  make  sense  of,  that  they  create  their  own 
reality— they  live  in  a  world  of  fantasy  instead.  Finally,  the  deprivations, 
restrictions,  the  totality  of  control,  and  the  prolonged  absence  of  any  real 
opportunity  for  happiness  or  joy  fills  many  prisoners  with  intolerable  levels  of 
frustration  that,  for  some,  turns  to  anger,  and  then  even  to  uncontrollable  and 
sudden  outbursts  of  rage. 

A  Culture  of  Harm 

Most  of  the  analyses  of  the  harmfulness  of  solitary  confinement  are  directed 
at  the  extreme  levels  of  material  deprivation,  the  lack  of  activity  and  other  forms 
of  sensory  stimulation,  and,  especially,  the  absence  of  normal  or  meaningful 
social  contact  that  prisoners  experience  and  suffer  from  in  these  settings.  This 
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emphasis  is  not  misplaced.  There  is  no  widely  accepted  psychological  theory, 
correctional  rationale,  or  conception  of  human  nature  of  which  I  am  aware  to 
suggest  that  exposure  to  these  powerful  and  painful  stressors  is  neutral  or  benign 
and  does  not  carry  a  significant  risk  of  harm. 

To  be  sure,  the  extreme  deprivation,  the  isolating  architecture,  the 
technology  of  control,  and  the  rituals  of  degradation  and  subjugation  that  exist  in 
solitary  confinement  units  are  inimical  to  the  mental  health  of  prisoners. 
However,  it  would  be  naive  to  assume  that  the  nature  of  these  environments  does 
not  also  affect  the  staff  who  work  inside.1^  In  many  such  places,  thinly  veiled 
hostility,  tension,  and  simmering  conflict  are  often  palpable.  The  interpersonal 
toxicity  that  is  created  in  these  environments  can  engender  mistreatment  and 
even  brutality.  What  might  be  termed  an  “ecology  of  cruelty”  is  created  in  many 
such  places  where,  at  almost  every  turn,  guards  are  implicitly  encouraged  to 
respond  and  react  to  prisoners  in  essentially  negative  ways— through 
punishment,  opposition,  force,  and  repression. 

For  many  correctional  officers,  at  least  initially,  this  approach  to 
institutional  control  is  employed  neutrally  and  even-handedly— without  animus 
and  in  response  to  actual  or  perceived  threats.  However,  when  punishment  and 
suppression  continue— largely  because  of  the  absence  of  any  available  and 
sanctioned  alternative  approaches— they  become  functionally  autonomous  and 
often  disproportionate  in  nature.  Especially  when  the  use  of  these  techniques 
persists  in  spite  of  the  visible  pain  and  suffering  they  bring  about,  it  represents  a 
form  of  cruelty  (notwithstanding  the  possible  lack  of  cruel  intentions  on  the  part 
of  many  of  those  who  employ  the  harsh  techniques  themselves). 

Unfortunately,  the  culture  of  harm  that  is  created  in  many  of  these  units 


‘4  C.  Haney,  A  Culture  of  Harm:  Taming  the  Dynamics  of  Cruelty  in  Supermax  Prisons,  35 
Criminal  Justice  and  Behavior  956-984  (2008); 
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also  affects  service  providers,  including  those  who  are  supposed  to  address  the 
mental  health  needs  of  prisoners.  Despite  the  large  concentration  of  mentally  ill 
prisoners  in  solitary  confinement,  the  quality  of  mental  health  care  in  these  units 
is  sometimes  much  worse  than  elsewhere  in  the  prison  system.  Some  of  this  is 
due  to  limited  resources;  some  prisons  simply  do  not  have  the  personnel  to 
provide  the  kind  of  care  that  solitary  confinement  prisoners  need.  Some  of  it 
stems  from  built-in  practical  limitations.  That  is,  solitary  confinement  units  are 
located  in  separate,  distant  areas  of  the  prison,  access  to  the  units  themselves  is 
difficult,  and  the  procedures  whereby  prisoners  are  transported  from  their  cells 
are  cumbersome.  But  some  of  the  poor  quality  care  in  certain  units  derives  from 
the  culture  of  harm  to  which  I  referred  and  the  ease  with  which  it  is  possible  to 
simply  “get  used  to”  practices  and  procedures  that  would  be  seen  as  unacceptably 
compromised  and  inadequate  in  any  other  setting.  For  example,  in  many  solitary 
confinement  units  it  is  not  uncommon  for  mental  health  services  to  be  delivered 
in  “treatment  cages”  (or  what  prisoners  sometimes  refer  to  as  “shark  cages” 
because  of  their  resemblance  to  those  underwater  contraptions)— telephone- 
booth  sized  metal  cages  in  which  prisoners  are  confined  during  their  “therapeutic 
hour.” 

Public  Safety  Concerns 

A  critically  important  but  widely  overlooked  aspect  of  solitary  confinement 
in  the  United  States  is  the  potential  threat  it  represents  to  public  safety.  Solitary 
confinement  not  only  subjects  prisoners  to  the  kind  of  psychologically  damaging 
experiences  I  have  described  above  but  also  does  so  without  providing  them  with 
any  opportunities  to  obtain  meaningful  programming  or  rehabilitative  services. 
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As  a  result,  many  prisoners  are  significantly  handicapped  when  they  attempt  to 
make  their  eventual  transition  from  prison  back  into  the  free  world. 

Indeed,  there  is  some  recent,  systematic  evidence  that  time  spent  in 
solitary  confinement  contributes  to  elevated  rates  of  recidivism.^  The 
explanation  for  this  troubling  fact  is  not  difficult  to  discern.  Without 
oversimplifying,  one  of  the  things  we  have  learned  about  how  prisoners  make 
successful  transitions  back  into  their  communities  of  origin  is  that  positive  re¬ 
entry  depends  on  their  ability  to  connect  to  a  supportive,  caring  group  of  other 
people,  and  the  ability  and  opportunity  to  become  gainfully  employed.  Solitary 
confinement  significantly  impedes  both  things.  Prisoners’  social  skills  atrophy 
severely  under  their  starkly  deprived  and  isolated  conditions  of  confinement.  The 
absence  of  any  meaningful  activity  (let  alone  rehabilitative  programming)  in 
solitary  confinement  means  that  their  often  already  limited  educational  and 
employment  skills  will  have  further  deteriorated  by  the  time  they  are  released. 
Many  prisoners  come  out  of  these  units  damaged  and  functionally  disabled,  and 
some  are  understandably  enraged  by  the  ways  in  which  they  have  been 
mistreated.  Crime— sometimes  violent  crime— is  one  predictable  result. 

Moreover,  very  few  solitary  confinement  units  operate  “step  down”  or 
transitional  programs  that  assist  prisoners  in  negotiating  the  steep  barrier  from 
isolation  to  the  intensely  social  world  outside  of  prison. 

In  some  instances,  the  failures  that  solitary  confinement  prisoners 
experience  when  they  try  to  make  this  nearly  impossible  transition  on  their  own 
are  tragic,  not  just  for  themselves  but  for  others  who  may  become  the  innocent 
victims  of  their  desperate  plight.  For  example,  some  years  ago  I  encountered  one 


‘5  For  example,  see:  Lovell,  D.,  Johnson,  L.,  &  Cain,  K.,  Recidivism  of  Supermax  Prisoners  in 
Washington  State,  53  Crime  &  Delinquency  633-656  (2007);  Mears,  D.,  &  Bales,  W.,  Supermax 
Incarceration  and  Recidivism,  47  Criminology  1131  (2009). 
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California  prisoner  who  had  been  convicted  of  non-violent  drug  offenses,  and 
entered  the  prison  system  with  no  pre-existing  symptoms  of  mental  illness.  Yet, 
when  I  saw  him  he  was  lying  catatonic,  unresponsive,  and  incoherent  on  the  floor 
of  his  isolation  cell  in  a  California  SHU  unit.  He  was  eventually  diagnosed  as 
schizophrenic,  but  was  retained  in  the  same  unit  where  his  mental  illness  had 
originated.  The  next  time  I  encountered  him  was  several  years  later,  after  he  had 
been  released  from  prison.  He  was  on  trial  for  capital  murder,  an  offense  that  had 
been  committed  just  months  after  being  taken  directly  from  his  isolation  cell, 
placed  on  a  bus  and  eventually  onto  the  streets  of  a  California  city,  with  no  pre¬ 
release  counseling  or  transitional  housing  of  any  kind.  I  wish  that  I  could  say  that 
this  tragic  and  extreme  outcome  was  the  only  one  of  its  kind  that  I  have 
personally  encountered,  but  it  certainly  is  not. 

Proposed  Remedies 

Solitary  confinement  continues  to  be  used  on  a  widespread  basis  in  the 

United  States  despite  empirical  evidence  suggesting  that  its  existence  has  done 

little  or  nothing  to  reduce  system-wide  prison  disorder  or  disciplinary 

infractions.16  In  fact,  at  least  one  prison  system  that  drastically  reduced  the 

number  of  prisoners  whom  it  housed  in  solitary  confinement  by  transferring 

them  to  mainline  prisons  experienced  an  overall  reduction  in  misconduct  and 

violence  system- wide.1?  As  prison  populations  continue  to  gradually  decline,  and 

the  nation’s  correctional  system  rededicates  itself  to  program-oriented 

16  Briggs,  C.,  Sundt,  J.,  &  Castellano,  T.,  The  effect  of  Supermaximum  Security  Prisons  on 
Aggregate  Levels  of  Institutional  Violence,  41  Criminology  1341-1376  (2003). 

■7  See  T.  Kupers,  T.  Dronet  et  al,  Beyond  Supermax  Administrative  Segregation:  Mississippi’s 
Experience  Rethinking  Prison  Classification  and  Creating  Alternative  Mental  Health  Programs, 

36  Criminal  Justice  and  Behavior  1037-1050  C2009. 
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approaches  designed  to  produce  positive  prisoner  change,  the  resources 
expended  on  long-term  solitary  confinement  should  be  redirected  to  a  more  cost- 
effective  and  productive  strategy  of  prison  management. 

Several  years  ago,  after  it  had  conducted  a  number  of  public  hearings  in 
locations  around  the  country,  the  bipartisan  Commission  on  Safety  and  Abuse  in 
America’s  Prisons,  chaired  by  former  Attorney  General  Nicholas  Katzenbach, 
called  supermax  prisons  “expensive  and  soul  destroying”18  and  recommended 
that  prison  systems  “end  conditions  of  isolation. Short  of  that,  in  my  opinion, 
there  are  some  things  that  can  and  should  be  implemented  on  a  nationwide  basis. 
Solitary  confinement  continues  to  be  structured  and  operated  in  ways  that  are 
designed  to  deprive,  diminish,  and  punish.  With  that  in  mind,  steps  need  to  be 
taken  to  entirely  exclude  the  most  vulnerable  prisoners  from  exposure  to  these 
conditions,20  significantly  limit  the  time  that  all  other  prisoners  are  housed 
there,21  provide  all  prisoners  with  meaningful  steps  or  pathways  that  they  can 
pursue  to  accelerate  their  release  from  solitary,22  significantly  change  the  nature 


18  Gibbons,  J.,  &  Katzenbach,  N.  (2006).  Confronting  Confinement:  A  Report  of  the  Commission 
on  Safety  and  Abuse  in  America’s  Prisons.  New  York:  Vera  Institute  of  Justice,  at  p.  59. 

19  Id.  at  57. 

20  Persons  under  the  age  of  18  and  those  who  suffer  from  serious  mental  illness  are  singularly 
unsuited  for  long-term  solitary  confinement  and  they  should  be  absolutely  excluded  from  being 
housed  there.  In  fact,  persons  with  serious  mental  illnesses  are  categorically  excluded  from 
solitary  confinement  in  a  number  of  states  (e.g.,  California,  Wisconsin,  Ohio),  but  not  all. 
Moreover,  the  ABA  Standards  on  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners  (at  section  23-2. 8(a))  require  this. 
See: 

http://www.americanbar.org/publications/criminal  justice  section  archive/crimiust  standard 

s  trcatmentprisoners.html #22-2,7 

51  In  terms  of  time  limits,  the  new  ABA  Standards  define  "long  term"  segregation  as  30  days  or 
more,  and  impose  a  presumptive  limit  of  one  year  on  placement  in  disciplinary  housing  (section 
23-4. 3(b)).  In  my  opinion,  that  limit  is  arguably  too  long.  However,  if  US  prisons  complied  even 
with  the  ABA  Standards,  it  would  result  in  a  significant  improvement. 

22  For  example,  see  the  general  discussion  in:  C.  Haney,  The  Psychological  Impact  of 
Incarceration:  Implications  for  Post-Prison  Adjustment,  atpp.  33-66.  See,  also,  Joan  Petersilia, 
When  Prisoners  Come  Home:  Parole  and  Prisoner  Reentry.  New  York:  Oxford  University  Press 
(2003). 
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of  the  isolation  units  themselves  to  mitigate  the  damage  that  they  inflict,  23  and 
provide  prisoners  who  are  being  released  into  mainline  prison  populations  or 
into  free  world  communities  with  effective  transitional  services  to  ensure  their 
post-solitary  success  and  reduce  the  risk  of  harm  to  others  once  they  are  released. 

The  grave  psychological  risks  posed  by  solitary  confinement  make  the 
overall  mental  health  recommendations  urgently  important.  Prisoners  must  be 
systematically  screened  for  mental  illness  as  they  come  into  solitary  confinement 
units,  and  continuously  monitored  for  signs  of  developing  mental  illness.  Those 
whose  problems  may  fall  below  the  standard  required  for  exclusion  and  who 
therefore  remain  in  solitary  confinement  must  be  given  access  to  enhanced 
(rather  than  substandard)  mental  health  resources.  Finally,  ah  isolated  prisoners 
must  be  provided  with  transitional  or  “step  down”  services  and  programs 
designed  to  meaningfully  address  the  psychological  changes  that  they  are  likely  to 
have  undergone  in  the  course  of  their  solitary  confinement. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  historic  hearing  and  to 
help  the  Subcommittee  address  this  very  significant  issue.  I  am  hopeful  that  it 


23  Elsewhere  I  have  proposed  list  of  “limiting  standards”  that  I  believe  should  be  enforced  in  all 
solitary  confinement  units.  See  C.  Haney  and  Mona  Lynch,  Regulating  Prisons  of  the  Future:  A 
Psychological  Analysis  of  Supermax  and  Solitary  Confinement,  New  York  Review  of  Law  &  Social 
Change.  23, 477-570  (1997),  at  pp.  558-566.  These  standards  that  are  “rooted  in  the  psychological 
literature  and  intended  as  the  basis  for  a  more  effective,  realistic,  and  psychologically  meaningful 
oversight”  of  solitary  confinement.  Id.  at  p.  560.  Many  of  our  proposed  standards  were  designed 
to  prevent  or  limit  the  potential  damage  of  the  harsh  solitary  confinement  regime  on  prisoners, 
including  due  process  protections  for  all  prisoners  in  advance  of  their  placement  in  isolation 
(irrespective  of  the  purpose  for  that  placement);  screening  prisoners  out  of  solitary  confinement  if 
their  specific  medical  or  mental  health  conditions  (not  just  serious  mental  illness)  made  them 
especially  vulnerable  to  the  harmful  consequences  that  we  identified;  prohibiting  the  placement 
of  prisoners  in  isolation  that  whose  disciplinary  infractions  resulted  from  pre-existing  psychiatric 
disorders;  placing  severe  time  limits  on  the  duration  of  confinement  for  all  prisoners  (prohibiting 
total  isolation  and  extreme  segregation  of  the  sort  that  occurs  in  “dark  cells,”  while  permitting 
somewhat  longer  periods  of  isolation  for  less  draconian  segregated  housing);  monthly  mental 
health  evaluations  to  determine  continued  fitness  for  segregated  housing;  and  access  to  therapy, 
work,  educational,  and  recreational  programs  and  visitation— comparable  to  what  is  offered  in 
mainline  units— for  prisoners  confined  in  solitary  confinement  for  longer  than  3  months. 
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will  mark  the  beginning  of  urgently  needed  and  long-term  Congressional 
oversight  and  reform. 
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Today  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  is  holding  a  hearing  on  the  use  of  solitary  confinement  in  our 
prisons.  I  want  to  thank  Senator  Durbin  for  his  effort  to  shine  a  light  on  this  critical  issue  that  has 
serious  human  rights,  fiscal,  and  public  safety  consequences. 

Many  Americans  know  that  solitary  confinement  is  regularly  used  as  a  disciplinary  tool  in  prisons 
across  the  country  at  both  the  state  and  federal  levels,  but  we  rarely  stop  to  think  about  whether  the 
use  of  solitary  confinement  is  actually  effective.  In  the  face  of  mounting  evidence  that  the  use  of 
solitary  confinement  may  in  fact  be  counterproductive,  this  hearing  is  an  excellent  opportunity  for  the 
Committee  to  get  a  better  understanding  of  this  practice. 

In  order  to  be  an  effective  deterrent,  a  prison  sentence  is  not  meant  to  be  a  pleasant  experience,  and 
as  a  former  prosecutor  I  believe  that  individuals  convicted  of  serious  crimes  deserve  to  face  serious 
consequences.  Once  criminals  enter  the  prison  system  though,  we  cannot  forget  our  obligations  to 
continue  to  treat  them  fairly  and  humanely.  Nor  can  we  forget  that  the  vast  majority  of  prisoners  will 
someday  be  released  back  into  our  communities. 

Although  solitary  confinement  was  develop  as  a  method  for  handling  highly  dangerous  prisoners,  it  is 
increasingly  being  used  with  inmates  who  do  not  pose  a  threat  to  staff  or  other  inmates.  Far  too  often, 
prisoners  today  are  placed  in  solitary  confinement  for  minor  violations  that  are  disruptive  but  not 
violent.  At  the  same  time,  conditions  within  segregation  units  have  become  increasingly  harsh.  In 
many  cases,  human  contact  is  virtually  eliminated.  Officers  deliver  meal  trays  through  a  door  slot,  and 
visits  by  mental  health  staff  are  conducted  through  the  cell  door.  Interaction  with  other  prisoners  is 
often  not  allowed,  and  visits  with  family  members  may  be  prohibited  for  a  year  or  more. 

There  are  significant  fiscal,  safety  and  humanitarian  consequences  for  this  trend  toward  increasingly 
harsh  conditions  of  solitary  confinement  and  its  more  frequent  use  to  punish  non-violent  behavior. 
Evidence  provided  by  the  Vera  Institute  and  others  now  suggests  that  placing  inmates  in  solitary 
confinement  with  minimal  human  contact  for  days,  months  and  years  is  exceptionally  expensive  and, 
in  many  cases,  counterproductive.  Not  only  do  these  studies  show  that  segregation  does  little  or 
nothing  to  lower  overall  rates  of  violence,  there  is  evidence  that  it  actually  increases  recidivism  rates 
after  release,  posing  a  danger  to  the  public. 

I  believe  strongly  in  securing  tough  and  appropriate  prison  sentences  for  people  who  break  our  laws. 
But  it  is  also  important  that  we  do  everything  we  can  to  ensure  that  when  these  people  get  out  of 
prison,  they  reenter  our  communities  as  productive  members  of  society.  That  is  why  I  have  long  been 
a  champion  of  the  Second  Chance  Act  and  why  I  am  working  hard  to  see  that  important  law 
reauthorized.  We  must  do  more  than  simply  warehouse  inmates,  and  solitary  confinement  is  the 
extreme  end  of  this  approach.  By  giving  inmates  the  tools  to  better  themselves  through  job  skills 
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training,  treatment  and  counseling,  and  support  for  transitional  housing  programs  designed  to  ease 
the  reentry  process,  we  can  improve  their  lives  and  the  safety  of  communities  across  the  country. 

Unfortunately  the  use  of  solitary  confinement  can  hinder  those  efforts  for  rehabilitation  and  does  so  at 
extraordinary  financial  and  humanitarian  cost.  Prison  costs  are  crippling  state,  and  federal  budgets, 
and  overcrowding  has  become  a  serious  safety  risk  in  many  facilities.  The  mental  health  problems 
caused  or  exacerbated  by  solitary  confinement  create  very  serious  human  rights  concerns  for  inmates. 
There  is  evidence  that  solitary  confinement  is  used  more  frequently  to  house  inmates  with  mental 
illness.  These  are  often  the  individuals  who  most  need  human  contact  and  support,  and  the  use  of 
solitary  confinement  as  a  behavioral  management  tool  in  these  cases  raises  significant  humanitarian 
concerns,  as  well  as  the  risk  of  increased  recidivism. 

I  want  to  thank  Senator  Durbin  for  holding  this  important  hearing.  This  is  an  issue  that  has  far 
reaching  implications  and  deserves  to  be  better  understood.  We  must  find  an  alternative  to  more 
prisons  and  harsher  sentences.  There  are  far  better  ways  to  keep  future  generations  safe  and  save 
taxpayers  money  at  the  same  time.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  all  of  the  witnesses. 
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Opening  Statement  of  Senator  Dick  Durbin 
“Reassessing  Solitary  Confinement:  The  Human  Rights,  Fiscal  and  Public 
Safety  Consequences” 

Hearing  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
Subcommittee  on  the  Constitution,  Civil  Rights  and  Human  Rights 
Tuesday,  June  19,  2012 

As  Prepared  for  Delivery 

America  has  led  the  fight  for  human  rights  around  the  world.  This  Subcommittee 
has  tried  to  play  a  part  in  this  effort,  holding  the  first  Congressional  hearings  on 
issues  like  rape  as  a  weapon  of  war,  and  passing  legislation  like  the  Genocide 
Accountability  Act. 

But  we  also  have  an  obligation  to  look  in  the  mirror  and  consider  our  own  human- 
rights  record.  Today  in  the  United  States,  more  than  2.3  million  people  are 
imprisoned.  This  is  -  by  far  -  the  highest  per  capita  rate  of  prisoners  in  the  world. 
And  African  Americans  are  incarcerated  at  nearly  six  times  the  rate  of  whites, 
while  Hispanics  are  incarcerated  almost  twice  as  much.  These  numbers  translate 
into  human  rights  issues  that  we  cannot  ignore. 

That’s  why  I  held  a  hearing  on  mental  illness  in  prison  in  2009.  That’s  why  I 
authored  the  Fair  Sentencing  Act,  which  reduces  the  sentencing  disparity  between 
crack  and  powder  cocaine. 

And  that’s  why  we’re  here  today.  This  is  the  first-ever  Congressional  hearing  on 
“solitary  confinement,”  also  known  as  supermax  housing,  segregation,  and 
isolation,  among  other  names. 

At  the  outset,  I’d  like  to  show  a  short  video  clip. 

Seventeen  year-old  James  Stewart  was  held  in  solitary  confinement  in  an  adult 
prison  for  two  months.  His  sister  Nicole  Miera  joins  us  today.  Nicole,  please 
stand.  Thank  you  for  sharing  your  brother’s  story. 

Unfortunately,  Jimmy’s  story  is  all  too  common.  Approximately  fifty  percent  of 
all  prison  suicides  occur  in  solitary  confinement.  Jimmy  was  locked  up  in  a  cell 
like  the  one  to  my  left.  This  replica  is  built  to  the  scale  of  a  standard  solitary 
confinement  cell. 
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In  1995,  a  federal  district  court  described  similar  cells  at  California’s  Pelican  Bay 
State  Prison: 

“The  cells  are  windowless;  the  walls  are  white  concrete.  . .  .The  overall  effect 
[]  is  one  of  stark  sterility  and  unremitting  monotony.  Inmates  can  spend 
years  without  ever  seeing  any  aspect  of  the  outside  world  except  for  a  small 
patch  of  sky.  One  inmate  fairly  described  [it]  as  being  ‘like  a  space  capsule 
where  one  is  shot  into  space  and  left  in  isolation.’” 

Imagine  spending  23  hours  a  day  in  a  cell  like  that  -  for  days,  months,  years  -  with 
no  window  to  the  outside  world  and  very  little,  if  any,  human  contact. 

The  United  States  holds  far  more  prisoners  in  solitary  than  any  other  democratic 
nation.  The  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics  found  that  in  2005,  U.S.  prisons  held 
81 ,622  people  in  some  kind  of  restricted  housing.  In  my  home  state  of  Illinois, 

56%  of  the  prison  population  has  spent  time  in  segregation. 

We  didn’t  always  use  solitary  confinement  at  such  a  high  rate.  But  in  the  1 980’s, 
states  began  creating  expensive  “supermax”  prisons  designed  to  hold  people  in 
isolation  on  a  mass  scale.  These  supermaxes,  just  like  the  crack  cocaine  sentencing 
laws,  were  part  of  the  tough-on-crime  policies  that  seemed  to  make  sense  at  the 
time. 

But  we  now  know  that  solitary  confinement  isn’t  just  used  for  the  worst  of  the 
worst.  Instead,  we  are  seeing  an  alarming  increase  in  isolation  for  those  who  don’t 
need  to  be  there  -  and  for  vulnerable  groups  like  immigrants,  children,  LGBT 
inmates,  supposedly  for  their  own  protection. 

That’s  why  I  advocated  for  a  change  in  the  Justice  Department’s  prison  rape 
standards,  to  help  ensure  that  sexual  assault  victims  are  only  placed  in  solitary 
when  absolutely  necessary.  And  you  heard  from  Nicole  Miera  about  the  tragic 
consequences  of  locking  up  children  in  isolation.  That’s  why  the  American 
Academy  of  Child  and  Adolescent  Psychiatry  has  called  for  a  ban  on  solitary 
confinement  for  children  under  1 8.  In  January,  I  visited  an  immigration  detention 
center  in  Illinois,  and  saw  segregation  units  like  those  found  at  any  county  jail  -  for 
people  who  have  not  been  convicted  of  any  crime. 

Even  for  adults  convicted  of  serious  crimes,  experts  say  far  too  many  are  in  solitary 
confinement.  Some  are  already  seriously  mentally  ill  and  require  intensive 
monitoring  and  treatment,  the  exact  opposite  of  isolation.  Others  who  may  not 
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have  any  psychological  problems  before  isolation  can  become  psychotic  or 
suicidal.  And  there  is  also  the  more  basic  question  of  how  prisons  treat  people  in 
solitary.  Their  conditions  of  confinement  need  to  meet  basic  standards  of  decency. 

As  far  back  as  1890,  the  Supreme  Court  recognized  the  risks  of  solitary,  describing 
the  isolated  inmates  at  one  prison  this  way: 

“A  considerable  number  of  the  prisoners  fell,  after  even  a  short  confinement, 
into  a  semi-fatuous  condition,  from  which  it  was  next  to  impossible  to 
arouse  them,  and  others  became  violently  insane;  others  still,  committed 
suicide.” 

And  our  colleague  and  former  POW  John  McCain  said,  “It’s  an  awful  thing, 
solitary.  It  crushes  your  spirit  and  weakens  your  resistance  more  effectively  than 
any  other  form  of  mistreatment.” 

This  is  also  a  public-safety  issue.  As  the  bipartisan  Commission  on  Safety  and 
Abuse  in  America’s  Prisons  found,  “Increasing  the  use  of  high-security  segregation 
is  counterproductive,  often  causing  violence  inside  facilities  and  contributing  to 
recidivism  after  release.”  We  have  a  responsibility  to  protect  the  prison  guards 
who  put  their  lives  on  the  line  to  protect  all  of  us.  But  we  also  must  have  a  clear¬ 
eyed  view  of  the  impact  of  isolation  on  the  vast  majority  of  prisoners  who  will  be 
released  one  day  to  rejoin  our  communities. 

Solitary  confinement  is  also  extremely  costly.  For  example,  Tamms,  Illinois’s 
only  supermax  prison,  has  by  far  the  highest  per  prisoner  cost  of  any  Illinois  prison 
-  $61,522  in  Fiscal  Year  2010  -  as  compared  to  an  average  of  $22,043  for  other 
prisons. 

A  number  of  states  are  starting  to  reassess  solitary  confinement.  They  have 
implemented  reforms  and  reduced  the  use  of  solitary,  lowering  prison  violence  and 
recidivism  rates,  and  saving  millions  of  dollars. 

As  a  result  of  the  work  we  have  done  preparing  for  this  first-of-its-kind  hearing,  I 
am  working  on  legislation  to  encourage  reforms  in  the  use  of  solitary  confinement. 
We  can  no  longer  slam  the  cell  door  and  turn  our  backs  on  the  impact  our  policies 
have  on  the  incarcerated  and  the  safety  of  our  nation. 
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The  purpose  of  this  evaluation  is  to  provide  a  practical  means  by  which  the  performance  of  Detainees  and  Prisoners  can  be 
accurately  and  uniformly  evaluated.  While  in  the  process  of  evaluating  a  Detainee  /  Prisoner,  do  not  allow  personal  feelings 
or  opinions  to  influence  your  evaluation.  M  alee  your  evaluation  with  the  utmost  care  and  thought,  ensuring  it  is  fair  and 
impartial. 
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II, 

_  •  i  _*  s™‘ _ i 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

,2)  i  co7T  i  <r^v  !  s*sr  : 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS  j 

““'fT* 

i2,  I  Nrr  '£!>>  !  Po?r  ■; 

INITIATIVE 

“7,7" 

t2i  |  "m”  :  /‘'“'^T)  ■  cnc<'7 '  i 

TEMPERAMENT 

Vola.il, 

12,  1 

i  IndlFierenl  !  1  Stable 

(3|  1  J  w  )  \  (5) 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

1  (1’ 

(2) 

CPan‘^  j  14)  |  rarticioation 

TOTALS  -  0 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsauslactor, 

j  *-«r  ! 

SECTION  2  -  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

|  POINTS 

QUALITY  Of  WORK 

0) 

12) 

Acceptable  j 

<4, 

ulstanding 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

i  l2) 

h7r 

<4, 

Excellent  Output 

SAFETY 

c?;r 

!  - 

j  Follows  Ruler, 

(4, 

Safety  Conscious 

l 

TOTALS 

=  (1 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAj^f^J 

INMATT SIGNATURE/-,  _ ,  DATE  fMYMMM; 

i&ton-ur 

EVAJ-UATpff’S  NAME  '  .  SIGtMATtJgf'  j  DATt  IY'-ymmcjD’ 

tfWr-T-p-/2-  1  - -  1  (2em/rZ*' 

DD  FORM  2712,  NOV  199S 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 


i .  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle)  2 

|.  SSN  3.  ID  NUMBER 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  5.  HOUSING  UNIT  6 

rVSvf  5GL  ) 

i.  DETAIL 

?OK 

7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION:  j^j  DISPOSITION  BOARD  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  Qj]  WORK  ASSIGNMENT  [T]  OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check type):  Q  toDuTy^0^ TUHNQ  PAROLE  Q  WORK/CUSTODY 

|  |  OTHER  (Specify)  |  |  CLEMENCY  [  ]  SPECIAL  WORK  [  |  FEDERAL  TRANSFER 

™^RED:  FROM' 1  COMPLETED  BY:  1  HTj  DORM  SUPV  1  I  WORK  SUPV  I  )  OTHER 

(YYYYMMDD)  TO'  ZffltOlor  1  I1 - 1  1 - 1  1 - 1 - — 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces) 

The  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only.  The  work  supervisor  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 

SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 

POINTS 

CONDUCT 

Unsatisfactory 

(2) 

Conforms 

(3) 

77? 

Exemplary 

DISCIPLINE 

n.scplmar^  Action 

(2) 

M„,or  Infractions 

No  infractions 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

(1) 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

Minimal 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 
SUPERVISOR 

Poor 

(2) 

Borderline 

(3) 

Respecilul 

(5) 

COOPERATION 

Uncooperative 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

Cooperative 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

0) 

(2) 

Fair 

(3) 

(w  y 

Exceptional 

(5) 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily^  Led 

(2) 

Complies 

(3) 

Sell-Reliant 

(5) 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

0) 

(2) 

Ne(3)ral 

Positive 

(5) 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

(2) 

Average 

(3) 

(Cd 

Energetic 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(1) 

(2) 

Indifferent 

(3) 

Stable 

(5) 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

(2) 

Participates 

(3) 

77 

Active  Participation 
(5) 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

11-21 

Below  Average 
22-32 

Average 

44-54 

Outstanding 

55 

SECTION  2  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

Poor 

(2) 

Acceptable 

(4) 

Oulstandmg 

(5) 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

0) 

(2) 

verage 

(A) 

Excelled  >  Output 

SAFETY 

Careless 

(2) 

Follows  (Rules 

(4) 

Safety  Conscious 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

14-27 

28-41 

Average 

42-55 

56-63 

70 

INMATE^IGN^FIE'- — ) 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

Ty/cr/OZs  ^ 

EVALLTATOR’SHISmE  ^ 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

DD  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 

REPORT  DATE  ,Y 

-Y.-Ymum 

1 .  NAME  (Lai st.  Fi/'if.  Miuilh 

. i 

3  ID  NUMBER 

/do  75 

— 

■1.  BRANCH  Ci'  SERVICE 

O  A 

Is  housing  u 

•  5To- 

MIT 

j  G.  DETAIL 

__  L 

i.I.AS'lrlfiATION  BOARD 

7  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

.  .  _ 

il  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION.  | _ j  DlSPOStnn 

;  ASSIGNMENT  |  y|  OTHER 

IE  FOR  DISPOSITION  SOAR 

SChrci. 

|  5  Rthl’OttATIOW/liCIlW  rjpAR0Le 

!  1  Cl.L'MEMY-  I  ‘.f’l'.C'AL  VvORI 

j  'F.DERAt. 

I 

PERIOD  COVERED- 
(YYYYMMO‘»  ( 

J  .  1  c°k’pLL1TD  RV 

1  J  WORK  SllfAf 

■w— 1 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION.  (Check  'lia  appropriate  ; 

The  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only 

The  vvnrk  bupervibor  completes  Set 

tttons  1  and  2 

SECTION  1  •  ATTITUDE  AN  IT  THAI  1  S  (Cnclc  one  D 

k  per  row) 

POINTS  | 

Ui-.atr.lnrto-y 

Contenv.,  ] 

1 

Exemplary 

j/  1 

utsciPUNE 

~~  77V  - .  :  — 

m 

^r.iO  o 

I© 

tr,r  i 

SUPERVISION  REOUtftt  0 

(2. 

. 

'(51  ' 

£j 

ATTITUDE  rOUVARO 

To 

«, 

Z.^im  Z 

..  ....  _ 

J . 1 

suoe'tiation 

U,„0O,,vr,nvu 

m 

i:iV 

4; 

Tnn^mve  ( 

J—  i 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

12) 

Fair 

13) 

 s  J 

Exceptional 

.  / 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 

m 

Complies 

(3) 

Self-Reliant 

V 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(D 

,2) 

Neutral 

<5* 

Positive 

(51 

INITIATIVE 

Minin,* 

,2, 

Average 

C^) 

Energetic 

</ 

TEMPERAMENT 

(2, 

indifferent 

dD 

S(T 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

M,n,™i 

(2. 

/f3articipates’ 

c  ,31  y 

(41 

Active  Participation 

> 

TOTALS 

() 

1  OVERALL  EVALUATION 
|  SUBTOTAL 

|  Unsatisfactory 

!  Below  Average  j  /AwrnqjT'N,  j  Above  Average  |  Oufnnnding 

|  22-32  |  (ZJIJ  |  44-54  | 

SECTION  2  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

-  1  » 

Acceptable 
f  3) 

14. 

Outstanding 

(5) 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

i  '21 

Average 

(3) 

(4. 

Excellent  Output 
(5) 

i . >•- 

1  "•'"/T  u. 

"otd.w-mi"'  ;  ia) 

Safety  Conscious 

~j 

j  TOT  Al  S 

j _ _ 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
,  GRAND  TOTAL  (; 

“*"■  ;  ■ 

:  i  ; 

!,„,™..ge  ( 

. . 

i  INMATT^S^lA^Rr 

^22 

(  OA'i  l7-  ■'JA.  ,1 

'VALUATOR'S  nAAIE 

JICiNA  1  URL 

DATE  :Y\ 

'  v  mm  nr)) 

(  Left, 

#0,0 

ManningB_42983 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION  f 

1  JWo/fc./'Y 

l  NAME  (last.  "i/si.  Middle)  2 

!.  SSN  3  ID  NUMBER 

!  zooms' 

..  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  >5  HOUSING  UNIT  j  6.  DETAIL  7  COST  ODV  LEVEL 

OS  A  j  So5  •_ _//*T _ _  } _ _  '  M-M.  _  _ _ 

II  “UKHOai  OF  i.VALUA  HON  I  ~|  DISPOSITION  ,I(J  ARO  |  |  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  | _ J  WORK  .“IISIGNMENi  |  *  ,  > 1  HER  J 

ITT- III  L. POSITION  BOARD  tCtuxt.  tyix-‘l  |  1* 

z; . .  .  r> 

JPAROIE  j_  j'A/Oi.  iCJEUIUY 

“““  '  To  !  a)MPLrTED  BY 

j  1 VJ06H  3i;pv  j  |  other 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION  (Chock  mmppropnmc  -.paces) 

SECT!  J1'  >  ■  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Cum  ivw  boK  per  wnl 

POINl  S 

DISCI”!  IN” 

Disciplinary  Action 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Minii"ruMs 

(3) 

^r" 
%  ” 

0  1 

No  n  factions 

'■v 

supervision  required 

C~ 

o 

M<r 

ATTITi  :\jf.  TOWARD 

(!) 

1  (2! 

Jl 

Rndpecfo. 

cf 

COOl- .*11/’  TION 

Uncooperative  ^ 

IIOOPCCIOYC 

.  H _ 

Unfavorable 

&> 

E.ce^iona, 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

(2) 

cTr 

“nr 

INFLU-NO  ■:  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(2! 

“(T 

P> 

Pos.ee 

M 

INITIATIVE 

“ 

;  (2) 

Ene^tic 

M 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatite 

(2) 

indifferent 

0 

15, 

H 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

M,n,mal 

12, 

artiupates 

$)  1  "'ST" 

M 

TOTALS 

<>  t 

OVFr>A»  1.  valuation 
^ JBTOTAL 

r  rs  Hgz)  j  “ 

3ECTfDtf-i^W0RK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

(2, 

Accepted* 

,4, 

Oittstondint, 

— 

PRODUCTi  ITY 

^  Y^age 

(4) 

|  :»ce„en,Ot«pu, 

|  — rn-v 

F  ' 

.4, 

“S' 

|  TOT/ 


i  INMATT  j.Plflrf u/fZ 

! 

I  DATE  ]'yyv\mm0D)  "i 

t<DlO  IX IA. 

■"  ‘  “  '  " 

r valuator''  s  name 

1  Xn-  ^  a  c 

SIGNATURE 

^  A  &// 

|  DATF.  •■Mhll.mi 

T^IcAT-Ya 

05 
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«Nt  trait:  .  no*  “uf 

:SUP  =  RV!SOf  I'iaWIl  "  '  '  -W ■  ■■ ' 

i;  .  *:  \uv  nil ov 

"*• _ .  1  lV”!n  « 

tT  ■  :?1 

1  r.-.:luvj 

.  .  . 

1DISCIPLINE 

u 

'4 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

«_ 

ATTITUDE  TOWARDS  SUPERVISOf  •  'i' 

W 

r 

1 

ICOOPERATION  .  _  4 

M 

V 

1 

V 

IPSRSONALtTV  '< 

4 

V 

1 

v 

1GROUP  CONFORWIIT"   '* 

H 

i 

'f 

lINPLUSNCr  ON  OTHERS 

V 

'INITIATIVE  ..  _  _ 4 

- 

v 

'I 

'TEMPER  AMEN-  _  .  .  '' 

V 

W 

IINTERES- IN  SACILIT'- TREATMENT  =ROGRAMS  "  _ 

3. 

3 

TOTALS 

''M 

<V2> 

-•  . .  r.lM-inlim 

: 

\rliniilc  ''  mvin  ij  S 
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SECTION  2  -WORK  PERFORMANCE  .  _  _ 

SUPERVISOR  NAME 

QUALITY  Or  WORK _  _ 

iPRooucriviTY _ _ _ _ 

SAFETY _ _  __  . 

'TOTALS _ _ _ 

Ill  till  CVlilll  will' I,  IS  IIO!  lllistrvutl  ll.!_  Ilk  JUIMHILI  imuilllta 

,.i.  1  Husiaiitimi;  !.'>>  Excellent  hiiihi. 

I -I .  I ^  •  Abi»vf  Avcrii«f 
.?■<  Accqnaoit  '3  -  '\  veiny. 


MON_  _TUE  WED  THU _ rRI _ _SAT  _  SUN 

. . .  ‘  .  ' 

-'Jlte*  .  ...  .  .. 

.  _  _ jKJfk....  - _ _ _ _ 
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inuiimi  a"  uui,:is'.  Hit-  wiu  l.  Iilnek;.  will  he  marked  N<A. 

■Sii  I  ei  v 

(4  ■  Vers1  Ohservun; 
v 1  l  iillow!.  Rules. 

■12  •  Sometimes  kiculiuciv 


•MUinnimii  .  iiiiiiiimu.s. 


Sunday  Supervisor's  Name  (jUarli 


{  &/ar/r<g 


Simtluy" SupcivTstir  s  SiLsminirc  and  Pair 


f'yWjk/^  iKjCj  (S^i 

I  nuiiimuj^l'nfioiier  jSaorie  ( I'rinl) 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 

REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDO) 

cPo/GO^/ 

1  NAME  (Last.  First,  Middle)  2.  SSN 

3.  ID  NUMBER 

/Qo  7ST.— 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  5  HOUSING  UNIT  6.  DETAIL 

US  *4-  rVD  /  te.( 

7  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

m*y 

8  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION:  [^j  DISPOSITION  80ARD  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  Qj]  WORK  ASSIGNMEN  T  OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  iyPc,  Q  ^STORAT, ON, RETURN  Q  PAROLE  Q  WORK, CUSTODY 

I  ]  OTHER  {Specify)  |  |  CLEMENCY  |  |  SPECIAL  WORK  |  FEDERAL  TRANSFER 

PERIOD  COVERED:  FROM:  J,.,  G  < ,  /<  1  COMPLETED  BY:  1  GF1  DORM  SUPV  H  WORK  SUPV  0THER 

tYYYYMMDO)  TO:,->  C/tiU  111  |  KSXJ  1 - 1  1 - 1 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces ) 

The  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only.  The  work  supervisor  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 

SECTION  1  •  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  ( Circle  one  box  per  rav) 

POINTS 

CONDUCE 

Unsati.  Ucto  y 

(2) 

Confirms 

*emp  ary 

H 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Action 

(2) 

Minor  Infraction. 

(ZD 

No  infumons 

y 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

(2) 

M„dcr,e 

@ 

M.mmal 

V 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 

SUPERVISOR 

P(7ir 

(2) 

Borderline 

■&- 

Respectful 

H 

COOPERATION 

Uncooppuvo 

(2) 

Moderate 

<$> 

^  (5) 

Lf/.. | 

personality 

Ur-iavurable 

(2) 

») 

$p 

Exctr' 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 

(2) 

omplies 

Self-Reliant 

(5) 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(2) 

(3) 

§ 

(S) 

M 

INITIAT.VE 

Minrmal 

(2) 

verage 

<& 

(If 

-Jd 

TEMPERAMENT 

Vojat-e 

(2) 

Indifferent 

© 

Stable 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

M,n,n,a> 

(2, 

(4) 

ctrve  articipauon 

TOTALS  “*73° 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatistactory 

Below  Average 

22-32 

1 

SECTION  2  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

r,r 

(2) 

Acceptable 

Outstanding 

Z/ 

PROOULTIVI'  / 

Mmima. 

,2) 

Average 

(3) 

Exc*  .lent  Output 
(S) 

a 

SAFETY 

I  cjr,r 

j 

Foltov^Rule- 

nous 

<-/ 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION  i  IJn-.atisfactoiy  Aelpw  Avciaqe 

GRAND  TOTAL  ()  M-27  |  28-41 

0,.,stan»ng 

DATE  (YYYYMMUD) 

aoic>i\^i 

Lc  '? flu  c 

DATE  , YYYYMMUD) 

SGicftjLl 

OD  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 

REPORT  DATE  ( YYYYMMDD ) 

*Uial//*4 

1  NAME  (Last.  First.  Middle)  2.  SSN 

3.  ID  NUMBER 

A>o7r 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  j  5.  HOUSING  UNIT  6.  DETAIL  1/  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

<^9/1  1  :  /Ha 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION:  OISPOSIflON  BOARD  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  WORK  ASSIGNMENT  Q  OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  {Check  type!  Q  ^O^T'ON/RETuRN  j~~j  pAROLE  [~[]  WORK/CUSTODY 

I  ]  OTHER  (Specify)  |  j  CLEMENCY  |  |  SPECIAL  WORK  |  |  FEDERAL  TRANSFER 

PERIOD  COVERED:  FROM  MOI  1  COMPLETED  BY:  1  HJ  DORM  SUPV  1  ]  WORK  UUPV  [H  OTHER 

(YYYYMMDD)  TO:  /o^/V  1  1 - 1  - 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces) 

The  cWmitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only.  The  work  supervisor  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 

SECTION  1  •  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 

POINTS 

CONDUCT 

—(rQfy 

1  Conforms 

(2)  (3) 

_ 6 

F-sr 

H 

DISCIPI INE 

Disciplinary  Action 

. 

mor  n^r  act  tans  ^ 

RCnRacons 

f 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

c“ 

Mode,., to 

6.  . 
e>  

Mtnnaal 

f 

attitude  TOWARD 
SUPERVISOR 

Pm 

(2i  1  Bora)rl1  ° 

Respncttal  j 

H 

COOPERATION 

ni” 

(2)  I  Mo1.T° 

o 

...oporattvc 

H 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

(2) 

(3) 

:  fa 

Lxcegana, 

S 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 

m 

(2, 

Complios 

© 

(5) 

w 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(D 

(2) 

Neutral 

(3) 

°(5)  ° 

INITIATIVE 

M7;r' 

12) 

Average 

C9 

Ene(T'c 

V 

TEMPERAMENT 

id 

(2) 

Indifferent 

(3) 

h 

ll 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 

TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

imma 

(2) 

Participates 

0 

15) 

1 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SU3TOTAL 

-RH  0 

|  22-32 

Average  Abot^ge  |  Ou, stand, ng 

EECTION  •  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

o  u  a  l 

Poor 

<2, 

Acceptable 

(3) 

(4, 

(5) 

— 

PRODUCTS  rv 

12) 

(3) 

(4, 

,C(5) 

SmEET* 

i.J® 

bJ^ohavv^Rulos 

.ai  ty  .onsi.ioos 

- ...  _ 

DVtRA  .1.  EVALUATION 

3  TOTAL  ,) 

i-  . 

BelcwAvorage 

Average  | 

INMAT ■'  SU2NUURE  r 

v-C 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

go/OZ/lK 

EVALUATOR'S  NAME 

AttA 

SIGNATUIJfc  DATE  V  'YMMDDI 

fty  C  AoJtt  mo/ourt 

DD  FORM  2712.  MOV  1999 
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JE.  \N ORI.  AND  TRAINING.  EV/AL'J ATIDIv 


HOUSING  UNIT 

Sd?  z 


DETAIL 

/*W 


Foil  DISPOSITION  HOARD  n 

j  01  HU;  ny 


PFHIOD  COVERED 


'■  iccl  c'~t- 

<CXU7  h 


IGK" 


/  ttitux.  /vr.Li  tkaits  c 


disciplin: 

SUPERVI.,;;  it:  REQUIRED 


,Cipt.r..»ry  Action 
Constarr 


COOPERATION 


-  J-  A _ ! 

.a:j  .  j 

!  j_  j 

J _ ! 

i  9 


PL  P  SO  N  A!  HY  !  Unfavorable  j 

m  | 

o"  |  14)  |  taccpbona.  j  ^ 

GROUP  CONFORMITY  j  Eawly  Led 

12,  j 

Complies  i  !  Self-Reliant  I 

(3)  I  W  ■  ®  j  9 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS  |  Disruptive 

a, 

Neutral  i  Positive  !  /» 

(3,  14,  ;  (5:  l  1 

INITIATIVE 

“ 

Q  j 

(4) 

6TTe  i  1 

TEMPERAMENT 

v„r 

(2) 

(41 

Suble 

treTtmem  program 

CD 

(21 

Pan, apace. 

.4, 

Active  Partiapabon 

3 

TOTALS  -  ^3  0 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

u“,ory 

j  22-32  ’  33-43  |  44-54  j  55 

SECTION  2  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE  points 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

7,r 

|  !  Acceptable 

(2!  |  (3) 

141 

J  Outstanding 

3 

PRODUCTIVITY 

|  Average 

|  121  I  (3) 

4, 

i  Lxccllent  Output 

i  (5) 

3 

safety 

“TT 

I  Follows  Rules 

j  (2l  |  (3) 

(4, 

J  Oafety  Conscious 

1  3 

TOTALS 

■  9  11 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL  y 

l“c,ory  1  i  «'ir  |  A“,d!*  c,utT,n? 

VALUATOR'S  NAME 

y  <  7  ~r 


j  DATE  DOT 
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iNmTE  WOR!  AIMO  TRAINING.  EVALU  a.TIOK 

?Orr,  v&  2/ I 

,  NAML  tius'  7kZ  Miadw  j2  1  IDNUMBER  j 

/0«7*  _ 

4 .  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  •  G  HOUSING  UNIT  IE  DETAIL  CUSTOD'  LEVEL 

0<.A  Sa-I  I  Pa  t  . . 

6  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION  ,  :  DISPOSITION  BOAltl.  [  ■  CLf  v.li  CATION  BOARD  |  WOW.  ASStSNMU-i:  •  W  OTNEP 

RESTOftAUON/Rc  rURN  ! 

r  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (tinier  lyorJ  \  j  T0  p(.TY  j _ 

; _ |  r  literal  T 

RANSFEI^ 

MEHio:..  r.,v •  POW  A.,.  ,o  ^  !  ,llwlPLETr„  t!v  jn?i  now  supv 

■YY'ymum-  Uo  _  .  1  -  ■  _ 

If.  SUPV  i  OTHER 

AREAS  O'-  EVALUA  ISOM  (Jhert  /,/•  ,1/  \nn»nau  ./ 

SECTION  1  ■  ATTITUU;'  AND  TWHTS  fCrr.tr  emr  In;-  &x  rnw)  1  POINTS  ( 

i:ONnUC.i  _ J  '  ^saliM.r.  tui  V  j 

«  i 

- F 

L"1T"  i  i _ _ .1 

-*-4 

y  I 

MJPtK VISION  REQUIRED  j  Consum  j  (?,  j 

&_  j_  “sr  . i  v 

ArillUUf  TOWARD  I  r-tior  1 

SUPERVISOR  |  111  1  I 

80, do,l,. f 

j  Respectful  ; 

1  (i,  1  */ 

COOPERATION  j  Uncooperative  j 

! 

Mooerote 

: 

L~z _ i 

PERSONALITY  j  Unfavorable- 

(2. 

Fo„ 

(3) 

(S>  ~i 

Exceptional 

<5, 

*/ 

GROUP  CONFORMITY  J  Easily  Led 

(2, 

Compli.., 

s  I  Self-Reliant  | 

m  \  (5>  i 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS  |  D'5,“f ,Ve 

12.  ! 

Neutrdl 

aa  i  ^r*  ; 

INITIATIVE 

(21 

Auer  age 

13) 

|  <S5  ! 

Enou,al,-. 

</ 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

1  Indifferent 

!  g  ! 

S?5ite 

V 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY  I 

TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

“ 

Parjtsrmtes 

(2)  |  OH) 

i  w  ! 

Active  Participation 
(S) 

1 

TOTALS  “  0 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

!  Below  Average  |  ✓^’Aver^e^Vv  J 

22-32  |  (  33-«)  | 

44-54  9  j  55  9 

SECTION  2  -  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

1  Poor 

(21 

Acceptable 

(4) 

Outstanding 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minima- 

(2) 

Average 

(3) 

1 

OXQoU'rU,  Ootpu. 

SAFETY 

|  C.-* 

.2, 

oUo7i)Ro^ 

J   f4) 

|  Safely  Conscious 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

'  Unsatisfactory 

j  *;nr 

Above  Average  i  Outstanding 

56-69  70 

INMAt^jnSNATURE  '  _  j  DATE  IYYYYMMOO)  1 

'r' 

EVAH>*f7bF'S  NAME  SIGNATURE  1  DATE  (W'-YMMDOi 

<-LP,  jtLlAYj?  ■  1  2-6  to  so  3/ 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

Zo/O’fO  C-f| 


.  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 


.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 


5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

/V/SQ-\ 


/vA 

I  [  DISPC 


6.  DETAIL 

mL 


f<roM 


3,  ID  NUMBER 

foQ7<r 


7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 


8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 


DISPOSITION  BOARD  |  |  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD 


□ 


WORK  ASSIGNMENT 


□  ° 


IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check  type): 
|  |  OTHER  (Specify) 


□;is» 

o 


M 


PAROLE 
SPECIAL  WORK 


WORK/CUSTODY 
FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


FROM:  lot)/? 

TOyo  io(H 


DORM  SUPV 


□  W 


□  « 


AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces) 

The  dormitory  supervisor  coiiipleles  Section  1  only.  The  work  supervise 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  o: 


CONDUCT 

Unsatisfactory 

(2) 

‘fif™ 

(A. 

Exemplary 

(5) 

l 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Action 

Hi 

(2) 

fT‘ 

;•') 

No  Infractions 

<S) 

3. 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

(t) 

(2) 

j^te 

(A) 

'"(S)3 

ATTITUDE  TOVMRD 
SUPERVISOR 

Poor 

(2) 

BoVerline 

« 

Respectful 

COOPERATION 

Uncooperative 

(2) 

T 

(A) 

Cooperative 

(5) 

3 

personality 

Un  avoraOle 

(2) 

(4) 

Exceptional 

(3) 

3 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 
(1) 

(2) 

C^jnplies 

N, 

Saif-Reliant 

(5) 

3 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(2) 

fWral 

(4) 

Positive 

(5) 

3 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

(D 

(2) 

Ai^e^e 

(4) 

EnTC 

5 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(2) 

(4) 

Stable 

(5) 

3 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

(1) 

(2) 

(4) 

Actve  Participation 

3 

TOTALS  = 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

1 1-21 °IV 

Below  Average 

22-32 

X23 jy 

Above  Average 

Outstanding 

55 

SECTlDN^WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK  '  — 

— JST 

(2) 

Acceptable 

(3) 

(4) 

Outstanding 

(5) 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

Average 
^  131 

(4) 

Excellent  Output 
(5) 

SAFETY 

Careless 

(4) 

Safety  Conscious 
(5) 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

Below  Average 

28-41 

Average 

42-55 

Above  Average 

56-69 

--^^Outstanding 

INMATE  SIGNATURE  ^ _ . _ ^ 

EVALUX^ 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD)  ,  .  ';.•■■■ 

C04 J/a  t  n 

7  6fjJ\ 

SIGNATURE 

^  (M- i 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 
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INIViATL  WORK  AND  . 

RAINING  FVAJJA7IOK 

i  j 

?r®  v 

L  IL-  NUMBEF. 

4.  BRANCH  Or  SER\/IC 

-  E  HOUSING  UNH 

:t  DEI  AIL 

1 

-  CUSTOD'*  LEVEL 

C  PURPOSE  OF  EVAL 

UA.TION  i  DISPOSITION  BOARD  :  '  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD 

ASSIGNMENT  .  ^  OTHER  | 

IF  FOP  DISPOSITION  BOARD  /cr.-  /  f_yn- 

:  ■  OTHER  .  ny 

•  RESTOkATlON/RE  .URN 

JECI/,  W0(n 

■  wom;/cur»Tonv  j 

PERIOD  COVERED 

;v  \  YfAfiuj:* 

FROM  -'^s-z.7  ;  _ 

TC/O/cl  1 

!TT  DORMSlW 

_  other _ 

_ i 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATIC 
j  llitr  oumuoiy  super  vis 

o:  comuietes  Section  'i  only  The 

won.  supervisor  cotnpioiei.  S<: 

1  am.  : 

I 

_ 1 

!  SEC TIOr.'  1  -  AT  riTUl) 

u  Alii;  TRAIT'.  (.  .  .»•  ««r-  inr  ui 

...iv 

I'UINI  ! 

CONDUCT 

1  Discinl.nan-  Ajtmr"  j 

- 

<o  : 

g> 

L>Amput>  | 

1 _ j 

SUPLPVlitt’W  k’lQUIRf.O 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 
SUPLRV’SOR 

|  Too,  T 

1  j"  4--  " 

6>  1 

kos|.'  ~tiu' - ^ 

-/ 

LJ  J 

COOPERATION 

j  Uncooperative  j 

tpj  |  "t?*"'  ' 

JQ L 

C-ooocranv. 

J 

PERSONALITY 

|  Unfavorable-  1 

_ | _ 5L _ L 

_iS>_ ...! 

Coenuono: 

1 

i _ 3 _ 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

j  Easily  Led  | 

1  Comolies 

(2}  |  (3)  : 

©[ 

Self-Reliant 
(5  J 

r 

i  M 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

m  i  Ne(3»fat 

P9  i 

’TST 

!  H 

INITIATIVE 

Wunimai 

1  n)  | 

(2i  i  '"'nr  ; 

(«>  i 

Enargauc 

i  M 

TEMPERAMENT 

;  ! 

12)  j  '"‘’'(3?'"' 

w 

M 

INTEREST  IN  FACLITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Mm,ma. 

(21  |  aU,(3}  1  j 

i 

Active  Participation 
(5) 

M 

below  Average 


~5trrHaAi^~w 


WORK  PERFORMANCE 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  OATE  (YYYYMMDD) 


1.  NAME  (Last,  First.  Middle) 

Md/JxJlrlG,  R'£. 

2.  SSN 

5W 

3.  ID  NUMBER 

— 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 

5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

6.  DETAIL 

7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

Oik  a 

•SCl-I 

?«. 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 

I  [  DISPOSITION  BOARD  [  |  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  j^j  WORK  ASSIGNMENT  OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check  type)- 

|  |  OTHER  (Specify) 


o 


□ 


PAROLE 
SPECIAL  WORK 


WORK/CUSTODY 
FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


COMPLETED  BY: 


□  » 


□  ° 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 


CONDUCT 

...iso  .slactory 

(2) 

Conforms 

k*> 

Exemplary 

(5) 

y{ 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Aciion 

(2) 

Mmor  In, actons 

Moderate 

(3) 

6?: 

No  Infractions 

H 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Conslant 

0) 

(2) 

Cj*0 

'(5) 

V 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 
SUPERVISOR 

<7 

(2) 

Borderline 

(3) 

o>: 

Respectful 

V 

COOPERATION 

incoope'ative 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

j  Coope^lrve 

V 

PERSONALITY 

Unlavorable 

(2) 

Fair 

(3) 

(Wy 

Exceptional 

(5) 

y 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 
(1) 

(2) 

Complies 

(3) 

Sell-Reliant 

(5) 

9 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(1) 

(2) 

Neutral 

(3) 

(-;■ 

Porr 

9 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

0) 

(2) 

Average 

/W, 

Enc,r 

V 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(2) 

Indifferent 

V 

Stable 

(5) 

c/ 

.NTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

(2) 

P't"T 

(A) 

Active  Participation 
|  (5) 

J 

TOTALS  =  Cy? 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

11-21 

Below  Average 

22-32 

/  33-43  y 

44-54 

Outstanding 

55 

SECTION  2  -  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

Poor 

(2) 

Acceptable 

(3) 

(4) 

Outstanding 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

(2) 

Average 

(3) 

(A) 

Exceken^Output 

SAFETY 

Careless 

(2) 

Follow^  Rules 

(A) 

Salety  Conscious 
(5) 

TOTALS 

- - - - - 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

14-27 

Below  Average 

28-41 

Apove^verage 

Outstanding 

70 

INMATE  SIGNATURE 

- 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

EVALUATORS  NAME 

ItS  ( 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

,PO  c  -  5-^6 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

_ 


& 


I.  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 


ID  NUMBER 

loo~?s~ 


.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 


5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

JSSr) 


6.  DETAIL 

tbTL 


7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

max 


8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 


O 


»□ 


DISPOSITION  BOARD  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD 


□ 


WORK  ASSIGNMENT 


IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check  type): 
□  OTHER  (Specify) 


nRESTORATlON/RETURN|  | 
TO  DUTY 

|  |  CLEMENCY 


PAROLE 
SPECIAL  WORK 


/fc[£3° 


|  |  WORKf CUSTODY 

[  [ FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


FROM  CLO/OOl/Z  - 


COMPLETED  BY: 


AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriat 
I  he  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 


CONOUCT 

Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

1  Conforms 

(2)  |  O) 

rP 

Exemplary 

(5) 

* 

Risen  :nf 

Disciplinary  Action 
(') 

Minor  Infractions 
(2)  |  (3) 

(D> 

No  Intraclions 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

(1) 

. 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

(PP) 

inima 

V 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 
SUPERVISOR 

Poor 

(l) 

Bor 

derlme 

. 

Respectlul 

COOPERATION 

n  cooperative 

(2) 

xlerate 

Cooperative 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

(1) 

(2) 

IS)' 

Exceptional 

(5) 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 
(1) 

(2) 

Complies 

(3) 

(D 

Self-Reliant 

(5) 

9 

INFLUENCE  on  others 

Disruptive 

(2) 

Is)'3 

ositive 

tf 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

(2) 

verage 

S3 

Energetic 

(5) 

V 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(i) 

(2) 

Inditlerent 

Stable 

(5) 

>f 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

(2) 

Participates 

(3) 

Active  Participation 
(5) 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

11-21 

Below  Average 

22-32 

Average 

33-43 

Outstanding 

55 

SECTION  2  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

Poor 

(2) 

Acceptable 

(3) 

(4) 

Outstanding 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

12) 

Average 

(3) 

(A) 

Excellent  Output 
(5) 

SAFETY 

Careless 

(D 

(2) 

Follows  Rules 
(3) 

(4) 

Safety  Conscious 
(5) 

TOTALS 

= 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

14-27 

Below  Average 

28-41 

Average 

42-55 

56-69 

Outstanding 

70 

INMAIE^lGNATORgLP  . 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

EVALUATOR'S  NAME 


DO  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 


DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

Q-o/oo^s  9 
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ManningB_42994 
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INMATE  WORI  AND  “ 

iAININC  -IVA-UATIOK 

1  i-eco  to 

■|  IMAIV/1L  /'/.'.s.  :l“*’  h'HUllf*1 

:  2  r.sw 

:  ID  NUMBER 

!  ‘ZStZiV 

/  oo'?r 

4  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE  C  HOUSING  UNtl 

>  c  DETAIL 

><£> 

nr.-  i  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  *  WORK  A! 

oSIGNMENF  |  OTHF.I  ! 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  ,v,„o  iyac. 

._]  ^^TK,wmt!ii‘:r<  r,  ^aroll 

□  womi/CJCTcmv 

'  |  OTHER  .'Srtf.-.i-i 

j  CLEMENCY  j  i  SI':  GAL  WORK 

j  j  FEOERA:  TUANS1  V* 

l-CRIOD  UOVEftCO  t  KOM  2pto-U>  I  a  j  COMI'l'T 

/'■v'-viuMnn  ic  1  4-  ' 

Ft'  fi-  [  [~Z^BCIKM  Slll-V  1  j  WOlil 

~  

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION  N./fc*:;/  thy  ^  rnucL^ 

Thu  rioriMftnry  supervisor  lo  mole  to  Serum:  1  only  The 

V'lnrl;  supervisor  completes  Sections  i  and  7. 

it:  1 

SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  A  WO  TRAITS  /.  -ut.lv  iw  uoi:  ,<rr  mwi  _  _  _ _ l_  JWir: 

“"'E  '  "  J  I ritr  X.  »X! "  ,'L  t  r .  irf  t  t 


CONDUCT 

. . . 

12)  1 

..one, rue.  | 

M  1 

h  _  j 

DISCIPLINE 

; 

(3jaC  °  ’  | 

Ml  i 

NO,n":!,om  i 

.  XL  j 

MihERViSldK  REQUiU*  • 

r"uZ:': 

l“*E 

M  ! 

Wira.ia  j 

V 

AT  IITI  l  )L  TOWARD 
SU;>rRV/iSOR 

XT 

.  1 

ho.de,  j 

-  5~i 

..VsoecUu-  j 

H 

CriOUEUA  I'fHv  UnrnrrpRf.it. ve 

(2) 

Moderntfc 

(31 

;oope...,.v, 

7 

Pr  RSO'feALl  rv 

Unfavoronle 

,a  | 

;  M1  1 

Except  tonal  1 

</ 

GROUP  CONFORMITY  J 

Easily  Led 

(i) 

(2)  | 

Co  _b 

«>  1 

Self-Reliant  \ 

"‘"7  “ 

INfl.UF.MCi  ON  OTHERS 

| 

Neutral 

(3) 

(4,  1 

hosrhvr-  - 

X 

INITIATIVE 

j 

hzr  \ 

(4)  ' 

iniar  j 

7 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volataa 

indifferent 

.4,  |  i  H 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

M,(U 

1  „ 

1  ,2) 

Participates  I 

}  (3) 

-  1 

Active  f-an.cipa.ion 

7 

TOTALS 

W 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 

subtotal 

Uns“ry 

22-32  9  23-41 

3 

44-54  j 

standrng 

SECTION  2  •  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

|  POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK 

Pan.- 

12) 

|  Acc<j«‘',i,le 

(4) 

Outstanding 

\1  - 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

12) 

Average 

14) 

.xce  lerw.Outpu 

7 

SAFETY 

cr.r 

0 

j  )0llnv«  ftu.es 

(4, 

Salerv  Cnnsccu'. 

I  4 

TOTALS 

 IZL. 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOT  At.  (i 

j  li-Zl 

, crags-  1  Avera 

1  ,  42- 5 

r  |  1 

"D0UX-gT89E  'j 

T"19 

Inmate  signature" 

\ 

!  DATE  (VYYYMMOD) 

•j 

"•  .  i 

1 

i 

EVALUAJDlrt  NAME 

SIGNATURE 

;  OATE  m 

'VYMMDD! 

1 
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FVALUATOK 


ngr- 


-jXX 


S  0C  EVALUATION 


:  He, 


x-Xx 


’ r 


O 


arias  OF  EVALUATION  ‘ 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AMU  TRAITS  (Ci/TIr  in*  oo,--  otf  r, 


.LT^ 


..mz 

;  y  1 


-  H 

H 


PERSONALITY  \  Unlavorabkr  | 

»  -  J  .... 

GROUP  CONFORMITY  J  EaaN^LcS  | 

(2) 

Complies  1  ^4,  ,  |  S.  Reliant 

V 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS  Disruptive  | 

(2, 

27771 ;  YT'\  pu5„,v. 

(3!  1  (i£t)  I  (5)  i  y 

INITIATIVE  Minima' 

,2i  j  A7r  I  (&  i  '  y 

TEMPERAMENT 

volatile  | 

12 1  S  mdoTen'  i  (^y  :  7f'c  1  y 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

“T  ! 

(2i  j  pt<T;  1  ,4>  1  Act,',e p(ir,patron  j  J 

TOTALS  =  '/J  (1 

OVERALL  EVALUATION  [  Unsatisfactory  Below  Average  /XX  j  Above  Average  j  Outsiandmg 

SUBTOTAL  |  11-21  j  22-32  ~:-42j  j  aa-S4  |  5E 

SECTION  2  -  WORK  PERFORMANCE 

I  POINTS 

QUALITY  Of  WORK 

P,7 

|  (2, 

"(3i 

’  Outstanding 

(4)  (5) 

1 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Mmima! 

(2) 

!  Average 

j  (3) 

1  Excellent  Output 

(4)  |  (5, 

| 

SAFETY 

Careless 

|  ,2, 

|  Followyules 

<41  |  Sa,6ty  (Si"500" 

! 

TOTALS 

|  *  «» 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL  (l 

|  ia.2T 

j  below  Average  ,  Average  j  Above^verage  j  :  .utstanding 

INMATE-SIGNATURE  DATE  «•  £>• 

1 

DD  FORM  2712.  NOV  199S 


ManningB_42997 


© 


o 


Jf\AmiN(r, 6.?;, 

IA.SA  S(2- 1 


ff-'s'l 


r°i 


I  loloo^lo 

_ I  aA°  X. 


-  X  . 


lalooqoS _ 

/iso7r 

,**./}-* 

<  . 


ManningB_42998 


O 


9 


ManningB_42999 


INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 


1.  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 

2.  SSN 

7c  W 

3.  ID  NUMBER 

/ooS 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 

5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

6.  DETAIL 

7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

OS  ft- 

S<a-  f 

ma/ 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 

|  |  DISPOSITION  BOARD  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  WORK  ASSIGNMENT  |~^t)*OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check type): 
|  [  OTHER  (Specify) 


□; 

o 


,Nj  |  PAROLE 

|  |  SPECIAL  WORK 


[  |  WORK/CUSTODY 

|  |  FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


O 


PERIOD  COVERED:  FROM:****,,.  COMPLETED  BY 

(YYYYMMDD) TO:  | 

AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces) 

The  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only.  The  work  supervisor  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 


□  ° 


•  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 


conouc  r 

Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

(2) 

S'  CortfoWte^ 

(4) 

Exemplary 

(5) 

1> 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Action 

(2) 

(4) 

No  Infractions 

3 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

(t) 

(2) 

(4) 

Minimal 

3 

AT  TITUDE  TOWARD 

P(°T 

t2> 

(4) 

Rospoctful 

?  _ 

COOPERATION 

Uncooperative 

(2) 

(j °£y 

(4) 

Cooperative 

(5) 

3 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

(2) 

(4) 

Exceptional 

(5) 

3 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 
(1) 

(2) 

✓''Complies  \ 

CjrKJ 

(4) 

Self-Reliant 

(5) 

3 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disr^ve 

(2) 

0^  

(4) 

Positive 

3 

INITIATIVE 

Minima' 

(2) 

(4) 

Emetic 

J 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatue 

(2) 

ck §B 

(4) 

Stable 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minima, 

(2) 

ClSsy 

(4) 

(5)  P 

3 

SECTION  2  -  WORK  PERFORMAf 


QUALITY  OF  WORK 


PRODUCTIVITY 


DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 


:  ?> 

dIte 


EVAtrUAXQR'S-NAME 

UPl.  ^1-lA/f 


siGNAmaE 


DD  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 
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INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

<^VOC  g'  5" 


1 .  NAME  (Last,  First  Middle) 

2.  SSN 

3.  ID  NUMBER 

ZoO/V 

4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 

5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

6.  DETAIL 

7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL  ; 

US  fS 

_ 

Kyi 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 

|  |  DISPOSITION  BOARD  j^]  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD  WORK  ASSIGNMENT  |"/j  OTHER 

IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check 
[  |  OTHER  (Specify) 


[  |  CLEMENCY 


SPECIAL  WORK 


|Bd 


I  |  WORK/CUSTODY 
|  | FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


FROM-oXfO^ffOT 

Ta  fgj)s  'S~ 


COMPLETED  BY: 


o 


AREAS  OF  EVALUATION:  (Check  the  appropriate  spaces) 
The  dormitory  supervisor  completes  Section  1  only.  The 


r  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 


CONDUCT 

Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

(2) 

Cogjns 

(4) 

Exemplary 

5 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Action 
(1) 

(2) 

..1ST  _ 

(4) 

No  Inlt^jons 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

m 

“gr 

(4) 

M.nimal 

s 

ATTITUDE  TOWARO 
SUPERVISOR 

P(T 

(2) 

BofgT 

(4) 

RespcciM 

3 

COOPERATION 

n  coopera  ive 

(2) 

“"(S' 

(4) 

Cooperative 

.) 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

(2) 

<$3> 

(4) 

Exceptional 

(5) 

<5 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Easily  Led 
(1) 

(2) 

(4) 

Self-Reliant 

(5) 

3 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(2) 

(4) 

Positive 

(5) 

3 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

(i) 

(2) 

(4) 

Energetic 

■3 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(D 

(2) 

"V 

(4) 

Stable 

(5) 

3 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

(2) 

Pamc^ales 

(4) 

Active  Participation 
(5) 

3 

TOTALS  =  S3 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
SUBTOTAL 

Unsatisfactory 

11-21 

Below  Average 

22-32 

<5? 

44-54 

Outstanding 

55 

SEtm©N^WORK  PERFORMANCE 

POINTS 

QUALITY  OF  WORK  - 

— JuT 

(2) 

Acceptable 

(4) 

Outstanding 

(5) 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Minimal 

Average 

^   (3\ 

Excellent  Oulpul 
(5) 

SAFETY 

Careless 

(2) 

~^t4) 

Safely  Conscious 
(5) 

TOTALS 

OVERALL  EVALUATION 
GRAND  TOTAL 

Unsalislaclory 

14-27 

Below  Average 

28-41 

Average 

42-55 

Above  Average"- 
56-69 

-——^Outstanding 

INMATE  SIGNAT)JflE^S — - . 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

T77T - - TWi7? —  '  ■  v- 

EVALUATOR'S  NAM&>"  < 

L#'  

SIGNATURE 

_ 

DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 

DD  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 


ManningB_43001 


O 


O 


INMATE  WORK  AND  TRAINING  EVALUATION 


REPORT  DATE  (YYYYMMDD) 


.  NAME  (Last,  First,  Middle) 


<?504 


3.  ID  NUMBER 


4.  BRANCH  OF  SERVICE 

5.  HOUSING  UNIT 

6.  DETAIL 

7.  CUSTODY  LEVEL 

\)SPi 

S &  /  lql 

JJJOOC  /sz 

8.  PURPOSE  OF  EVALUATION: 


DISPOSITION  BOARD  |  |  CLASSIFICATION  BOARD 


□ 


WORK  ASSIGNMENT 


0o 


IF  FOR  DISPOSITION  BOARD  (Check  type): 
|  [OTHER  (Specify) 


O 


J  PAROLE 
|  |  SPECIAL  WORK 


□ 

□ 


WORK/C  USTOOY 

FEDERAL  TRANSFER 


FROM:  Z<t>«$(DBOZ- 

TO:  ZxP/(?g’<ff2’g 


COMPLETED  BY: 


d^|g3 


DORM  SUPV 


k  supervisor  completes  Sections  1  and  2. 


SECTION  1  -  ATTITUDE  AND  TRAITS  (Circle  one  box  per  row) 


CONDUCT 

Unsatisfactory 

(2) 

Conforms 

©>  ”arv 

DISCIPLINE 

Disciplinary  Action 

ID 

(2) 

Minor  Infractions 

G3>  1  ^  ln'(l)"ons 

tf 

SUPERVISION  REQUIRED 

Constant 

0) 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

M.ramal 

.  ._bL  .. 

V 

ATTITUDE  TOWARD 
SUPERVISOR 

Tn 

(2) 

Borderline 

(3) 

& 

Respectful 

(5) 

COOPERATION 

Uncooperative 

(t) 

(2) 

Moderate 

(3) 

"<re 

L  ( 

PERSONALITY 

Unfavorable 

(2) 

Fair 

(3) 

<g> 

Exceptional 

(5) 

V 

GROUP  CONFORMITY 

Eas,,y)Led 

(2) 

Complies 

<S> 

Self-Reliant 

(5) 

5C 

INFLUENCE  ON  OTHERS 

Disruptive 

(1) 

(2) 

Neutra! 

(B 

Positive 

(5) 

V 

INITIATIVE 

Minimal 

(2) 

Average 

(3) 

(S> 

Energetic 

V 

TEMPERAMENT 

Volatile 

(1) 

(2) 

Indilferenl 

Stable 

(5) 

4 

INTEREST  IN  FACILITY 
TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

Minimal 

o) 

(2) 

™gr 

(4) 

Active  Participation 
(5) 

3 

DD  FORM  2712,  NOV  1999 
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ATTACHMENT  39 


INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORRF '  ONAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


Complete  this  form  in  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE.  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
Administration  Chief.  One  copy  is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  individual's  organization  if  the  incident  occurred  outside 
the  facility. 


LOCATION  OF  INCIDENT 

...  ...  — 

6aYE  - - 

MCCDC  QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 

|  1600 

20101225 

INDIVIDUALS)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST,  FIRST,  M.l.) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES/NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

10075 

MANNING,  BE. 

SQ-1 

N/A 

N/A 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 

"DESCRIPTION  OF  INCIDENT  and  ACTION  TAKEN  (USE  riLV£PSe  IF  NEEDED) 


SIR  ON  THE  ABOVE  TIME  AND  DATE  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  ASJDUrY  BRIG  SUPERVISOR,  I  SGT  HANKS 
BROUGHT  DET  MANNING  TO  REC  CALL  AT  1515  HE  THEN  ^VOLUNTARILY  SECURED  HIS  RCC 

CALL  AT  1 550  WHICH  IS  SHORTER  THAT  THE  HOUR  HE  IS  ALLOWED  TO  RECEIVE.  I  THEN  ASKED  HIM  TO  WRITE  A 
VOLUNTARY  STATEMENT  AND  HE  REFUSED  TO  DO  SO.  THIS  STATEMENT  IS  BEING  WRITTEN  TO  DOCUMENT 
THESE  EVENTS.  E.O.S. - - - - - . . . — - - - - 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED 

TIME  SENT  TO  SICK  BAY 

TIME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

time  returned  to  facility 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

*  N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 


SGT  HANKS 

1600 

TITLE 

^lAME 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

SSGTLEE  v 

pq/o  na-yjnt  ^ 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS  {  " 

sJoio  4 /o%°o 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER 

r9~*  ‘O  9 1  f  of  Li$ 

BRIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE 

ao>0  il  f  (600 

BRIG  COMMANDER 

CW04  AVERHART 

NAME.  GRADE.  ORGANIZATION.  TITLE  (PRINT) 

HANKS,  R  W/SGT 

SIGNATURE  ^ 

1600 

DATE 

20101225 

THIS  REPORT  RECEIVED  IN  ADMIN  OFFICE  BY 

J  /fAXi.  Jjl,.  *¥ 

TIME 

/ 

MCbQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83)  *  (  FOR  OFFICIAL  USE  ONLY  <fr6nd 

ManningB_42947 
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G 

.INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORREf  !ONAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/1 0  (Rev.  6-83) 


Complete  this  form  in  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE.  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
Administration  Chief.  One  copy  is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  individual's  organization  if  the  incident  occured  ourside 
the  facility. 


LOCATION  OF  1NCICEN  F 

TIME 

DATE 

MCCDC  QUANTICO  BASE  BRIG 

1319 

20110118 

INDIVIDUAL(S)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST,  FIHST,  M.l.) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES/NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

10075 

MANNING, BRADLEY  E. 

SQl 

NO 

N/A 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 


DESCRIPTION  OF  INCIOENt  AND  ACTION  TAKEN  (USE  REVERSE  IF  NEEHEni 

SIR  ON  THE  ABOVE  TIME  AND  DATE  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  DUTY  BRIG  SUPERVISOR,  I  GM2  WEBB 
WAS  GETTING  SND  READY  FOR  HIS  DAILY  RECREATION  CALL  ALONG  WITH  LCPL  TANKERSLEY.  LCPL 
TANKERSLY  PLACED  SND  IN  FULL  RESTRAINTS  AND  CALLED  ON  THE  RADIO  TO  SOUND  STAND  BY  FOR 
LOCKDOWN.  LCPL  TANKERSLY  THEN  ESCORTED  SND  OUT  OF  HIS  CELL  AND  INSTRUCT  ED  HIM  TO  FACE  THE  "A" 
ROW  EXIT.  SND  FACED  THE  DOOR  THEN  LCPL  TANKERSLEY  STATED  AYE  AYE  LCPL.  SND  ASKED  WHAT? 

LCPL  TANKERSLEY  THEN  EXPLAINED  TO  SND  THAT  ANYTIME  HE  RESPONDS  TO  A  STAFF  MEMBER  HE  IS  TO 
RESPOND  AYE  AYE,  YES  OR  NO  AND  SAID  PERSONS  RANK  IF  ENLISTED  AND  SIR  OR  MA'AM  IF  COMMISSIONED. 
LCPL  TANKERSLEY  TOLD  HIM  LETS  GO  AND  SND  SAID  “NO  WAIT."  I  THEN  EXPLAINED  TO  SND  THAT  HE  IS  A 
DETAINEE  INSIDE  THIS  FACILITY  AND  ANY  TIME  HE  IS  ADDRESSED  BY  STAFF  MEMBERS  HE  NEEDS  TO  RESPOND 
USING  RANK  OR  TITLE.  SND  SAID  YES  GM2. 1  THEN  ASKED  IF  HE  WAS  READY  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  HIS 
RECREATIONAL  CALL  AND  SND  REPLIED  YES  GM2.  LOCKDOWN  WAS  COMMENCED  AND  WE  (GM2  WEBB  LCPL 
TANKERSLY  AND  LCPL  CLINE)  ESCORTED  SND  TO  DORM  ONE  FOR  HIS  RECREATIONAL  CALL  .  UPON  ARRIVAL  TO 
DORM  ONE  WE  ENTERED  THE  HATCH  AND  ESCORTED  SND  TO  THE  CENTER  OF  THE  SPACE  TO  REMOVE  HIS 
RESTRAINTS.  LCPL  TANKERSLY  INSTRUCTED  SND  NOT  TO  MOVE  WHILE  HE  WAS  REMOVING  HIS  RESTRAINTS  SNC 
DIDN’T  RESPOND  SO  LCPL  TANKERSLY  REPEATED  HIMSELF  TELLING  SND  NOT  TO  MOVE  SND  STATED  "IM  NOT 
MOVING".  LCPL  TANKERSLY  TOLD  SND  HE  NEEDED  TO  SAY  LANCE  CORPORAL  THEN  SND  STATED  "AYE  LANCE 
CORPORAL"  LCPL  TANKERSLY  REMOVED  SND'S  RESTRAINTS  AND  ONCE  HE  REMOVED  HIS  HAND  RESTRAINTS 
SND  FELL  BACKWARDS  FALLING  ON  HIS  BUTTOCKS  LCPL  TANKERSLY  AND  MYSELF  REACHED  OUT  TO  CATCH 
HIM  AND  I  ASKED  IF  HE  WAS  OK.  HE  THEN  JUMPED  UP  AND  QUICKLY  RAN  BEHIND  A  WORKOUT  MACHINE 
MUMBULING  SOMETHING  AND  COVERING  HIS  FACE.  I  THEN  CALLED  THE  SECURITY  CHIEF  TO  COME  TO  DORM. 
ONE  AT  THAT  TIME  HE  UNCOVERED  HIS  FACE  AND  STARTED  YELLING  "IM  SORRY  GM2  IM 
SORRY  LCPL"  I  INSTRUCTED  LCPL  CLINE  TO  GRAB  A  CHAIR  SO  THAT  SND  COULD  SIT  AND  CALM  DOWN. 

GYSGT  FULLER  ARRIVED  AT  DORM  ONE  AND  I  EXPLAINED  THE  OCCURRENCE  OF  EVENTS  TO  HIM.  HE  THEN 
ASKED  SND  IF  THERE  WAS  ANY  PARTICULAR  EVENT  THAT  TRIGGERED  SND’S  REACTIONS  .  SND  STATED  HE 
DIDN’T  UNDERSTAND  WHY  HE  WAS  BEING  TREATED  DIFFERENT  AND  THAT  IT  SEEMED  THAT  ALL  THE  GUARDS 
WERE  ANXIOUS  AND  IT  WAS  MAKING  HIM  ANXIOUS  .  GYSGT  FULLER  ASKED  WHAT  COULD  WE  DO  TO  HELP  YOU 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED 

TIME  SENT  TO  SICK  BAY 

TIME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

TIME  RETURNED  TO  FACILITY 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 


NAME  OF  PERSON  MAKING  CALLS 

GM2  WEBB 

TIME 

1325 

TITLE 

NAME 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER  \>=±v2— 

pzlloilj 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS 

IIW/llAliq 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

SSGTLEE J 

- - 

BRIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE  - - 

n^o~~ucT7T~ 

BRIG  COMMANDER 

CW04  AVERHART 

NAME.  GRADE.  ORGANIZATION,  TITLE  (PRINT) 

WEBB.T  GM2  ' 

S&r 

TIME 

1535 

DATE 

20110118 

THIS  REPORT  RECEIVED  IN  ADMIN  OFFICE  BY 

SIGNATURE 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83)  FOR  OFFICIAL  USE  ONLY  n-ncwr; 

ManningB_42945 


o 


© 

INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORRE^  ONAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


DESCRIPTION  OF  INCIDENT  AND  ACTi6n  TAKEN  (CONTINUED) 

SND  STATED  HE  DIDN’T  KNOW  .  HE  WAS  THEN  ASKED  IF  HE  WANTED  TO  GO  BACK  TO  HIS  CELL  OR  CONTINUE 
RECREATIONAL  CALL  SND  STATED  HE  WAS  OK  AND  IF  POSSIBLE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  CONTINUE  WITH  HIS 
RECREATIONAL  CALL.  I  CALLED  FOR  2  DIFFERENT  ESCORTS  TO  ASSIST  WITH  RECREATIONAL  CALL  AND  TO 
RELIEVE  LCPL  TANKERSLY  AND  LCPL  CLINE.  CPL  BALDWIN  AND  LCPL  ARTILES  ARRIVED.  SND  RODE  A  SPIN 
BIKE  AND  COMPLETED  HIS  RECREATIONAL  CALL  WITHOUT  FURTHER  INCIDENT.  EOS . 


MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


FOR  OFFICIAL  USE  ONLY 


ManningB_42946 


a 


G 

INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORREO. .  JNAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


Complete  this  form  in  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE.  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
Administration  Chief.  One  copy  is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  individual's  organization  if  the  incident  occured  outside 
the  facility. 


l6cation  of  incident 

rm - 

BXTE  1  . .  " 

MARINE  CORPS  BASE  BRIG  MCCDC 

2019 

20110125 

INDIVIDUAL(S)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST.  FIRST,  Ml) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES/NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

MANNING,  BRADLEY 

SPECIAL  QUARTERS 

NO 

POI 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 


N 

SIR,  ON  THE  ABOVE  DATE  AND  TIME,  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  SPECIAL  QUARTERS  A-DUTY  I  HEARD 
DET  MANNING  FLUSH  HIS  TOILET  AND  THEN  IMMEDIATELY  AFTER,  HE  FLUSHED  IT  AGAIN.  I 

THOUGHT  NOTHING  OF  IT  UNTIL  I  HEARD  IT  FOR  A  THIRD  TIME.  I  THEN  LOOKED  OVER  TO  SEE  DET  MANNING 
FLUSHING  RIPPED  UP  PIECES  OF  PAPER,  THAT  WERE  LATER  DISCOVERED  TO  BE  HIS  LEGAL  DOCUMENTS.  I 
THEN  APPROACHED  SND'S  CELL  AND  ASKED  WHAT  HE  WAS  DOING.  HIS  RESPONSE  WAS,  "I  AM  FLUSHING 
MY  PAPERS  LANCE  CORPORAL".  I  THEN  TOLD  HIM  THAT  HE  NEEDS  TO  STOP  BEFORE  HE  CLOGGS  THE  TOILET 
AND  THAT  IF  HE  WISHES  TO  DESTROY  HIS  LEGAL  DOCUMENTS  THAT  HE  NEEDS  TO  DROP  A  DD  510  TO 
GUNNERY  SEARGENT  BLENIS  AND  DESTROY  THEM  PROPERLY.  HIS  RESPONSE  WAS,  "I  CANT  DO  THAT  LANCE 
CORPORAL".  I  THEN  TOLD  HIM  THAT  FLUSHING  THEM  DOWN  THE  TOILET  WAS  NOT  AN  OPTION  AND  I  ASKED 
HIM  IF  HE  WOULD  LIKE  A  DD  510.  DET  MANNING  DID  NOT  WANT  ONE  AND  SAID,  "IT'S  OK  LANCE  CORPORAL,  I’M 
FINE".  DET  MANNING  NO  LONGER  FLUSHED  HIS  LEGAL  DOUCUMENTS  DOWN  THE  TOILET.  THE  DBS  WAS  THEN 
NOTIFIED  AND  THIS  STATEMENT  WAS  WRITTEN.  E.O.S. . — - . . . - — — . 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED  TiME  SENT  TO  SICK  BAY  TIME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

N/A  N/A  N/A 

TIME  RETURNED  TO  FACILITY 

N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 

NAME  OF  PERSON  MAKING  CALLS 

TIME 

TITLE 

(-—n.  NAME 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

SSGT  BUCK 

>■  :wsr/ ztiiquu* 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS  ^ 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER  (  'VZJt- — ^ “ 

^50  1  IOJ?fc 

BRIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE. 

BRIG  COMMANDER 

CW02  BARNES  ~  ><? 

NAME,  GRADE.  ORGANIZATION,  TITLE  (PRINT) 

MILLER  SR.,  J.E. 
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INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORREr  'ONAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


Complete  this  form  in  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE.  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
Administration  Chief.  One  copy  is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  individual's  organization  if  the  incident  occured 
ourside  the  facility. 


MARINE  CORPS  BASE  PRETRIAL  CONFINEMENT  FACILITY 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST,  FIRST,  M.l.) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES/NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

MANNING,  B.  E. 

SQ-1 

NO 

POI 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 


Ma'am,  while  performing  my  duties  as  Special  Quarters  Supervisor,  I,  LCpi  Kline,  was  signing  DD  Form  509's  when  I  heard 
Detainee  Manning  kicking  the  hatch  to  his  cell.  Upon  reaching  SND's  cell  I  witnessed  SND  holding  the  hatch  with  one 
hand  and  holding  his  throat  with  his  other  hand.  I  immediately  informed  CpI  Johnson  and  instructed  him  to  get  SND's  cell 
opened.  As  soon  as  CpI  Johnson  went  to  order  the  cell  opened  to  the  Control  Center  Supervisor,  SND  has  dislodged  the 
piece  of  food  that  he  was  choking  on.  SND  stated  that  he  was  fine  and  that  "The  meat  was  tough  and  I  didn't  chew  it 
enough."  SND  appeared  to  be  fine  and  I  offered  him  medical  attention.  SND  refused  the  medical  attention  and  said  he 
did  not  feel  it  was  necessary.  SND  was  observed  for  the  remainder  of  the  meal  with  no  furhter  incidents. - EOS - 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED 

TIME  SENT  TO  SICK  BAY 

TIME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

TIME  RETURNED  TO  FACILITY 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 


NAME  OF  PERSON  MAKING  CALLS 

ALL  PERSONS  NOTIFIED  IN  PERSON 

TIME 

TITLE 

NAME 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

CPL  JONES  ,  S-' / /)- 

- - — 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS  ( 

HMUUKH 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER  - - 

Ooilo D&J  CfiOD 

BRIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE 

m  7  3  0 

BRIG  COMMANDER 

CW02  BARNES  (f\Y^^  ^ 

frt&r-'-'&L 

NAME.  GRAOE.  ORGANIZATION.  TITLE  , PRINT) 
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20110214 
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INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  PREPARING  AND  ARRANGING  RECORD  OF  TRIAL 


USE  OF  FORM  -  Use  this  form  and  MCM,  1984, 
Appendix  1 4,  will  be  used  by  the  trial  counsel  and 
the  reporter  as  a  guide  to  the  preparation  of  the 
record  of  trial  in  general  and  special  court-martial 
cases  in  which  a  verbatim  record  is  prepared.  Air 
Force  uses  this  form  and  departmental 
instructions  as  a  guide  to  the  preparation  of  the 
record  of  trial  in  general  and  special  court-martial 
cases  in  which  a  summarized  record  is  authorized. 
Army  and  Navy  use  DD  Form  491  for  records  of 
trial  in  general  and  special  court-martial  cases  in 
which  a  summarized  record  is  authorized. 
Inapplicable  words  of  the  printed  text  will  be 
deleted. 

COPIES  -  See  MCM,  1984,  RCM  1103(g).  The 
convening  authority  may  direct  the  preparation  of 
additional  copies. 

ARRANGEMENT  -  When  forwarded  to  the 
appropriate  Judge  Advocate  General  or  for  judge 
advocate  review  pursuant  to  Article  64(a),  the 
record  will  be  arranged  and  bound  with  allied 
papers  in  the  sequence  indicated  below.  Trial 
counsel  is  responsible  for  arranging  the  record  as 
indicated,  except  that  items  6,  7,  and  15e  will  be 
inserted  by  the  convening  or  reviewing  authority, 
as  appropriate,  and  items  10  and  14  will  be 
inserted  by  either  trial  counsel  or  the  convening  or 
reviewing  authority,  whichever  has  custody  of 
them. 

1 .  Front  cover  and  inside  front  cover  (chronology 
sheet)  of  DD  Form  490. 

2.  Judge  advocate's  review  pursuant  to  Article 
64(a),  if  any. 

3.  Request  of  accused  for  appellate  defense 
counsel,  or  waiver/withdrawal  of  appellate  rights, 
if  applicable. 

4.  Briefs  of  counsel  submitted  after  trial,  if  any 
(Article  38(c)). 

5.  DD  Form  494,  "Court-Martial  Data  Sheet." 

6.  Court-martial  orders  promulgating  the  result  of 
trial  as  to  each  accused,  in  10  copies  when  the 
record  is  verbatim  and  in  4  copies  when  it  is 
summarized. 

7.  When  required,  signed  recommendation  of 
staff  judge  advocate  or  legal  officer,  in  duplicate, 
together  with  all  clemency  papers,  including 
clemency  recommendations  by  court  members. 


8.  Matters  submitted  by  the  accused  pursuant  to 
Article  60  (MCM,  1984,  RCM  1105). 

9.  DD  Form  458,  "Charge  Sheet"  (unless  included 
at  the  point  of  arraignment  in  the  record). 

10.  Congressional  inquiries  and  replies,  if  any. 

11.  DD  Form  457,  "Investigating  Officer's  Report," 
pursuant  to  Article  32,  if  such  investigation  was 
conducted,  followed  by  any  other  papers  which 
accompanied  the  charges  when  referred  for  trial, 
unless  included  in  the  record  of  trial  proper. 

12.  Advice  of  staff  judge  advocate  or  legal  officer, 
when  prepared  pursuant  to  Article  34  or  otherwise. 

13.  Requests  by  counsel  and  action  of  the 
convening  authority  taken  thereon  (e.g.,  requests 
concerning  delay,  witnesses  and  depositions). 

1 4.  Records  of  former  trials. 

15.  Record  of  trial  in  the  following  order: 

a.  Errata  sheet,  if  any. 

b.  Index  sheet  with  reverse  side  containing 
receipt  of  accused  or  defense  counsel  for  copy  of 
record  or  certificate  in  lieu  of  receipt. 

c.  Record  of  proceedings  in  court,  including 
Article  39(a)  sessions,  if  any. 

d.  Authentication  sheet,  followed  by  certificate 
of  correction,  if  any. 

e.  Action  of  convening  authority  and,  if  appro¬ 
priate,  action  of  officer  exercising  general  court- 
martial  jurisdiction. 

f.  Exhibits  admitted  in  evidence. 

g.  Exhibits  not  received  in  evidence.  The  page 
of  the  record  of  trial  where  each  exhibit  was 
offered  and  rejected  will  be  noted  on  the  front  of 
each  exhibit. 

h.  Appellate  exhibits,  such  as  proposed  in¬ 
structions,  written  offers  of  proof  or  preliminary 
evidence  (real  or  documentary),  and  briefs  of 
counsel  submitted  at  trial. 


DD  FORM  490,  MAY  2000 


Inside  of  Back  Cover 
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INCIDENT  REPORT  (CORREr  **ONAL  FACILITY) 

MCBQ-5520/10  (Rev.  6-83) 


Complete  this  form  in  TRIPLICATE.  Ensure  that  all  information  is  CORRECT  and  LEGIBLE  Forward  original  and  one  copy  to  the 
Administration  Chief.  One  copy  is  to  be  retained  by  the  Security  Chief  or  OIC  of  the  individual's  organization  if  the  incident  ocaired 
ourside  the  facility. 


MARINE  CORPS  BASE  PRETRIAL  CONFINEMENT  FACILITY 


INDIVIDUALS)  INVOLVED 


ID  NUMBER 

NAME  (LAST.  FIRST.  Ml) 

LOCATION/DORM 

INJURED  (YES.'NO) 

DUTY  STATUS 

10075 

MANNING 

SQ 

NO 

N/A 

DUTY  STATUS  -  Light  Duty,  No  Duty,  Bed  Rest,  Admitted  NRMC,  Other 


TAkr  N'f'OSc  Ri'VS'H'STTrN&rEUj 


MA'AM,  ON  THE  ABOVE  DATE  AND  TIME  WHILE  PERFORMING  MY  DUTIES  AS  SPECIAL  QUARTERS 
SUPERVISOR  I,  LCPL  MILLER,  NOTICED  DET  MANNING^^^^H  HAD  HIS  HEAD  AND  ARMS  INSIDE  OF  HIS 
POI  JUMP  SUIT  I  THEN  WOKE  UP  SND  AND  TOLD  HIM  THAT  I  NEED  TO  SEE  HIS  FACE  AND  TO  POKE  HIS  HEAD 
OUT.  WHILE  DOING  WHAT  I  INSTRUCTED  HIM  TO  DO,  SND  REALIZED  HE  WAS  STUCK  AND  BEGAN  TO  ROLL 
AROUND  SAYING,  "I  HATE  THIS  STUPID  THING."  I  THEN  TOLD  SND  TO  CALM  DOWN  AND  STAND  UP  TO  TRY  TO 
PULL  THE  POI  JUMP  SUIT  OVER  HIS  HEAD,  BUT  HIS  ARMS  WERE  STILL  STUCK  I  THEN  CALLED  FOR  THE 
WATCH  SUPERVISOR,  CPL  SANDERS,  TO  COME  DOWN  TO  SPECIAL  QUARTERS  TO  LOOK  AT  THE  SITUATION 
AND  GET  PERMISSION  TO  OPEN  CELL  191  AND  HELP  SND.  UPON  CPL  SANDERS  ARRIVAL  HE  EVALUATED  THE 
SITUATION  AND  OPENED  CELL  191  TO  HELP  SND  FREE  HIS  ARMS  ONCE  SND  WAS  SITUATED  I  THEN  TOLD  HIM 
NOT  TO  PUT  HIS  HEAD  AND  ARMS  INSIDE  HIS  POI  JUMP  SUIT  AGAIN,  AND  THAT  IF  HE  IS  COLD  TO  USE  HIS 
SECOND  POI  BLANKET  INSTEAD.  THE  DBS  WAS  THEN  NOTIFIED  AND  THIS  REPORT  WAS  WRITTEN,  AND  THE 
INCIDENT  WAS  RECORED  ON  CAMERA.  EOS . 


R/S 

M£LjpR  SR^J.  E^ 
LCPL/  USMC/  SEC  II 


TIME  AMBULANCE  CALLED 

TIME  SENT  TO  S  UK  BAT 

7, ME  SENT  TO  HOSPITAL 

TIME  RETURNED  TO  FACILITY 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

FOLLOWING  PERSONS  NOTIFIED 


NAME  OF  PERSON  MAKING  CALLS 

N/A 

OOtO 

TITLE 

tyAME  ; 

TIME 

ADMIN  CHIEF 

SGT  GARNETT  ^ 

PROGRAMS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  BLENIS  ,  ' 

OPERATIONS  CHIEF 

GYSGT  FULLER  f 

— 

BRIG  SUPERVISOR 

MSGT  PAPAKIE 

BRIG  COMMANDER 

CW02  BARNES  flk 

NAME.  GRADE,  ORGANIZATION.  TITLE  (PRINT) 

LCPL  MILLER 

ZdL'  -Z- 

OGid 
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